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Foreword

One of the longest and most bitter disputes in twenticth century military
aftairs has been over the organization of the armed forces. particularly the question
of independence for the air forces. From the early period of powered flight apostles
of air power, such as the Italian General Guilio Douhet. argued that the proper
employment of aviation in war required the massing of air armadas independent of
ground or naval forces. As it developed in the United States in the 1920s and 1930s.
the dispute was not simply self-serving or burcaucratic—for power or prestige.
rank or budget. The argument over an independent air force cut to the very heart of
national defense. for who controlled air policy. air doctrine. buying of aircraft,
military training, and the structure of the air forces deiermined the type of military
forces the nation would possess and how aviation would be used in war. Ultimately.
organization would determine whether the United States would succeed in the air
battle and. in the minds of the protagonists. whether the United States would win in
war.

In this excellent work of narrative and analysis, Herman Wolk of the Office of
Air Force History untangles the complex history that led to the birth of the United
States Air Force atter World War 11. After surveying the struggle for independence
to 1941, and planning during World War 11 for a postwar air force, Mr. Wolk details
the events that resulted in the formation of a separate Air Force in September 1947.
Significantly, the new Air Force at its birth already possessed a long history and a
rich hentage: some forty years as part of the Army. service in two world wars, and
a fully developed understanding of its usefulness in war. The new Air Force
possessed leaders who knew that how the service was constructed and how it was
led and administered would atfect how air power could be used, and whether it
could contribute fully to the nation’s security. Furthermore. the author puts this
important story into the broader context of late World War Il thinking about
postwar defense, and the tierce struggles between 1945 and 1947 over service roles
and missions, budgets. and the shape of military policies and forces.

There is also another story in these pages. less dramatic but equally impor-
tant: the birth of a military service. Few times are more crucial for an institution
than the era of its birth, when the basic structure of the organization is established
and procedures worked out for the conduct of routine organizational activity. The
precedents established often survive far into the future. They provide benchmarks
against which change is considered or implemented. and from the beginning that
first structure and set of procedures shape the life of the institution. from the
making of high policy down to the most mundane details of administrative routine.
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For the U.S. Air Force. this process began in 1943 and culminated with the
separation from the Army in [947. In the space of less than five years. in the midst
of the greatest air campaigns in history and the fiercest peacetime debate over
military policy in the nation’s history. the Army Air Forces consummated its two-
generation struggle for independence and then began the task of building an air
force for the nuclear age.

The author tells this story briskly but in detail: how the new service absorbed
functions from the Army and the decisions over which agencies and activities to
duplicate and which to remain dependent on the Army-—significant questions
often decided in the space of a few weeks. How the new service would recruit its
people. attend to their medical care. and construct and maintain its facilities—
particularly the crucial air bases—were some of the difficult issues which still
affect the Air Force today. Most important. Mr. Wolk explains how and why the
postwar air force determined its size (70 groups) and its structure. ultimate arbiters
of institutional life. In the process. he draws sharp portraits of the leadership at this
time of founding: Stuart Symington, Generals Hap Arnold and Tooey Spaatz. and
Army leaders like Generals Dwight D. Eisenhower and George C. Marshall who
were influential in achieving independence for the Army Air Forces.

In these pages thus unfolds the culmination of one era and the beginning of
another, the watershed years when the United States Air Force was born.

RICHARD H. KOHN
Chief, Office of Air Force History




Preface

The operational exploits of the United States Army Air Forces (AAF) during
World War I have been chronicled in detail and are a matter of record. Much less
well known is that during the war the AAF accomplished much detailed postwar
planning. The major objective of this planning was the establishment of an
independent Air Force. coequal with the Army and Navy.

In the spring and summer of 1943, Gen. Henry H. (Hap) Arnold, Command-
ing General. AAF. directed the formation of formal planning groups in the
Headquarters Army Air Forces. These were the Post War Division and the Special
Projects Office. Arnold also had created an Advisory Council in 1942 which,
among other issues, considered the subject of postwar planning.

Although in 194345 General Arnold was under great pressure in Washington
to produce results in the theaters of war commensurate with the substantial
resources being devoted to the AAF. he nonetheless placed considerable emphasis
upon this planning for the postwar Air Force. Arnold, his successor. Gen. Carl A,
(Tooey) Spaatz. and Lt. Gen. IraC. Eaker. Deputy Commander. AAF. were among
those who had fought the bureaucratic battles for more autonomy from the War
Department during the interwar years. Once the war was over in 1945 the AAF
leaders were determined to succeed with the establishment of an independent Air
Force. The passage of appropriate unification legislation was only one of the many
crucial concerns facing the Army Air Forces after the war. Setting reorganization
and planning force structure were extremely vital parts of the AAF drive for
autonomy, as was the question of roles and missions. This story focuses on these
concerns and seeks to show the connections between them.

When the Army Air Forces reorganized in March 1946, it did so in such a way
that when the AAF became an independent service, it did not have immediately to
revamp its major commands once again. This major reorganization of 1946,
creating the basic combat commands of the Air Force, grew out of discussions and
eventual agreement between Spaatz and Gen. Dwight D. Eisenhower, Army Chief
of Staff. The key issue to be settled between them was how to organize the AAFs
tactical air elements. Similarly, Spaatz and Eisenhower had discussed the idea of
forming an Air Board to advise the Commanding General. AAF. on air policy.
Spaatz ordered the establishment of the Air Board—marking the beginning of the
modern postwar Air Board system—in February 1946. These events illuminated a
salient feature of this period of Air Force history: namely. that frequently relatively
few men were involved in the process by which crucial decisions were made.




Planning for the 400.000-personnel. 70-group program had in the final
analysis been ordered by the War Department. and had been progressively scaled
down from much higher figures. The airmen viewed the seventy groups as the
minimum structure for the standing postwar Air Force. As the reader will under-
stand, it was specifically this view which put the AAF leaders in conflict with the
War Department hierarchy over the universal military training (UMT) program.

This concerted postwar planning—for unification and a separate Air Force.
roles and missions. force structure, and reorganization—took place amid the
confusion of massive immediate postwar demobilization. It is no exaggeration to
say that the air planners sought to build and tear down their forces at the same time.
Their tasks were tremendously complex. Plans had to be drawn rapidly and yet
without concrete guidance as to the shape of future domestic and foreign policies.

Perhaps the only recognizable certainty was that austerity would mark the
postwar milieu. Yet, even here the AAF and War Department officials differed in
their estimates and definitions of postwar austerity. The War Department reflected
the view of Gen. George C. Marshall, Army Chief of Staff. that the American
public would not sustain a large standing army. Moreover, he did not believe it
could be recruited by the military in the first place.

This detailed narrative of the resolution of the 70-group program. the postwar
reorganization of 1946, and the Headquarters reorganization of October 1947, are
stories that have not previously been related. stressing the interrelationship be-
tween them. As will be seen, this interplay was often the result of unusually close
relationships between the top wartime commanders. For example., Arnold enjoyed
a long-lasting friendship with Marshall going back before World War 1. They
understood each other and worked well together. Even so. this did not stop Arnold
from opposing Marshall on UMT, arguing that in the future a substantial standing
Air Force should not be sacrificed to the UMT program. Similarly. General
Eisenhower thought highly of General Spaatz and indeed considered him as his
own airman. These particular relationships were crucial to the postwar creation of
the United States Air Force (USAF).

Also of great importance to the autonomy drive were the history of the Air
Corps between the wars and the airmen’s ideas about air power and air organization
as formed over the decades since World War I. These had great influence after
World War Il on the collective frame of mind of the airmen and their approach to
the question of air independence.

However, it was the cataclysmic events of the second World War that pro-
pelled the AAF into what the air leaders deemed a pre-eminent position. With the
war over, the air leaders felt that the AAF had replaced the Navy as ““the first line of
defense.” The war had given them the chance to demonstrate the effectiveness ot air
power. They thought their war record entitled them to a position coequal with the
Army and Navy. Their resolution of the questions of force structure. internal
reorganization, and roles and missions, first took into consideration the belief that
the Army air arm had become the premier component of the defense phatanx.
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The organizational and force planning accomplished by the wirmen in
194347 were enormously complicated. It was not only the substance of the issues
themselves which was so difficult: the air planners also had to coordinate and gain
approval for force and deployment plans through the War Department. Subse-
quently. of course, final approval would have to be won through the Joint Chiefs of
Staff. Along with planning internal reorganization. the end result of this lengthy
process was that the air leaders had the Air Force relatively in place when the
United States Air Force was formed in Septeruber 1947.

Not surprisingly however. troubles failed to disappear with the creation of the
USAE To the contrary. the roles and missions controversy with the Navy grew
more bitter and intense: difficult aircraft production decisions lay abead: and the
Air Force faced a period of two years during which critical support functions would
have to be transferred from the War Department. Nevertheless, Stuart Svmington.
the first Secretary of the Air Force, and General Spaatz. the first Air Force Chief of
Staff, enthusiastically assembled their staffs and began to organize and operate the
Department of the Air Force and Headquarters USAF.

The author has not tried to describe the many organizational changes within
AAF Headquarters or in the commands. The approach has been primarily to center
on the crucial roles played by Air Force leaders and officials in the overall
organizational planning of the postwar Air Force. The appendices include major
sequential documents that were important to the establishment of the conceptaal
framework and organizational structure of the USAF.
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Chapter I

Roots of AAF Organization

I don’t believe any balanced plan to provide the
nation with an adequate. effective Air Force . . . can
be obtained. within the limitations of the War Depart-
ment budget. and without providing an organization,
individual to the needs of such an Air Force. Legisla-
tion to establish such an organization . . . will con-
tinue to appear until this turbulent and vital problem
is satisfactonly solved.

Maj. Gen. Frank M. Andrews, Com-
manding General, General Headquar-
ters (GHQ) Air Force. April 1937.

The roots of Army Air Forces’ (AAF) planning for post-World War 11
organization, the 70-group force, and autonomy lay mainly in the AAF's experi-
ence in World War II and in the history of the Air Corps between the two world
wars. To the air leaders. World War Il and its alleged lessons determined the
character of formative postwar planning in 1943—45. The work of AAF planners
over these years formed the foundation for later decisions leading to the postwar
reorganization in March 1946 and to the establishment and organization in Septem-
ber 1947 of the Department of the Air Force and Headquarters United States Air
Force (USAF).*

Wartime planning also afforded the basis for actions in 1945-46 which fixed
force levels. Although the AAF's 70-group goal evolved at the direction of the War
Department in August 1945, force planning had begun in the summer of 1943.
Similarly, while the major peacetime reorganization of March 1946 set the combat
commands as the Strategic Air Command (SAC), Tactical Air Command (TAC)
and Air Defense Command (ADC). definitive planning for the command structure

*Ax 1 appears in the title of this chapter, the word “organization™ is defined in a broad sense. Duning
1943-47 the term “organization”” became inseparable from the subjects of force levels and the struggle
tor autonomy
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had begun in 1944. Morcover. planning for legislation leading to a National
Military Establishment including a separate Air Force began to take shape during
194345, The impetus came from studies by the military services and the pressure
of Congressional hearings.

Despite the importance of the war experience to the drawing of postwar plans.
no discussion of the ideas and concepts behind postwar orgamization would be
complete without an understanding of the history of the Army air arm between the
two world wars.* This history played a crucial part in the gestation of the air
leaders’ ideas about a separate air organization and the role of air power. Between
the wars the air leaders refined air doctrine, tested new aircraft and equipment. and
became convinced of the need for a separate air force. The movement for air
autonomy was well under way long before the start of World War I1. Among the
major issues confronted by the Air Corps before the war were the same two
questions to be dealt with by the Army Air Forces during and after World War I1: To
the airmen, the seeming validity of the independent mission: and the shape of
potential legislation to make the air arm independent. And a striking continuity is
also apparent in the air leaders themselves. The men who led and organized the
Army Air Forces in the drive for independence after World War 1l had fought the
bureaucratic. political. organizational. and technological battles of the 1920s and
1930s. General Henry H. Arnold. who headed the Army Air Forces in the second
World War, gained his early flying experience from the Wright School in Dayton,
Ohio, and was himself an air pioneer. He held key command and staff positions
between the wars and in 1938 became Chief of the Air Corps after Maj. Gen. Oscar
Westover died in an air crash.

General Car] A. Spaatz. who in World War 1l commanded the United States
Strategic Air Forces in Europe and briefly the United States Strategic Air Forces in
the Pacific. had distinguished himself in command and combat during World War
1. Likewise an air pioneer. he performed important command and staff duties in the
Air Corps through the 1920s and 1930s. With Arnold’s retirement in carly 1946,
General Spaatz became Commanding General, AAF: spearheaded the postwar
drive for an independent Air Force and for internal air organization: and eventually
was named the first Chief of Staff. United States Air Force.

“Among the works of Air Foree history that consider the interwar period are these: R. Earf MeClendon.
Awtonomy of the Air Arm (Maxwell AFBL Ala. 1934): DeWitt S. Copp. A Few Grear Caprains (Garden
City. NY 1980y John E Shiner, Foulois and the U.S. Army Air Corpy 1931 1935 (Washington. D €,
19821, Alfred Goldbery., ed. A History of the Cnited States Air Force, (97 1957 (New York, 1957,
Robert FFutrell, fdeas. Concepts, Doctrine: A History of Basic Thinking in the Unired States Air
Force 1907 1964 (Muaxwell AFB. Ala 1971 Thomas H. Green, The Development of A\er Doscirine in
the Army Air Arm. 1917 1941 (USAT Hist Study 89. Maxwell AFBL Al 1953) Robert T Finney.
History of the Awr Corps Tactical School. 19201940 (Hist Study 100, Maxsell AFB. ALy | 1935),
Henry HO Amold. Global Mission (New York. 1949); Claire 1. Chennanlt, Wan of « Frehter The
Memorrs o# Clasre Le Chennaudt (New York. 19491 Benjamin D, Foulois and Carroll V- Ghnes, £ rom
the Wright Brothers 1o the Astronauts: The Memoirs of Magor General Bengamin 1) Foulors tNew York
196%) The detimtive work onthe AAE in World War [T is Wesley E Cravenand limes L Cate. ods. The
Army A Forces in World War 81,7 vols (Chicago. 1948- 1958),

to
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Lt. Gen. Ira C. Eaker. AAF Deputy Commander in 1945-47_ flew with the
Air Corps in the 1920s and 1930s and occupied significant staft positions over these
years. During the war, he successively commanded the VIII Bomber Command.
Eighth Air Force, and the Mediterranean Allied Air Forces. Returning to AAF
headquarters in the spring of 1945, Eaker was in the forefront in developing force
structure, redeployment plans. and organizational plans for the postwar Air Force.
Arnold. Spaatz. and Eaker were the top men in command in 1945-47. when the
AAF fought the successtul battle for a separate Air Force. Among many other
prominent airmen and air advocates who made vital contributions to AAF organi-
czational planning in 1944-47 were: Stuart Symington. Assistant Secretary of War
for Air, 1946-47, and the first Secretary of the Air Force in September 1947: Robert
A. Lovett, Assistant Secretary of War for Air, 1941-45: Lt. Gen. Hoyt S. Vanden-
berg. Assistant Chief of Air Staff. Operations. Commitments and Requirements,
and successor to Spaatz in 1948 as Air Force Chief of Staff: Maj. Gen. Launs
Norstad, Assistant Chief of Air Staff. Plans. in 1945. who later helped draft a
unified command plan and unification legislation: and Maj. Gen. Laurence S.
Kuter, Assistant Chief of Air Staff. Plans, 1943-45.

Early Air Organization

The United States Army air arm antedated the first World War, having been
created in 1907 as the Aeronautical Division, Office of the Chiet Signal Officer. *"to
take charge of all matters pertaining to military ballooning. air machines and all
kindred subjects.”” As originally formed. the Aeronautical Division consisted of
one officer and two enlisted men. In 1913, the first bill to recommend a change in
the status of military aviation was introduced into the Housc of Representatives. It
proposed to remove aviation from the Signal Corps and establish an Aviation Corps
under the Army Chief of Staff. One officer and former pilot. Lt. Paul W. Beck.
supported this legislation, observing that aviation did not belong in the Signal
Corps.* Lt. Benjamin D. Foulois. to become Chief of Air Corps. 1931-35,
opposed this bill, noting that military aviation had not yet sufficiently advanced to
be organized into an Aviation Corps. The War Department opposed this legisla-
tion. In July 1914 the Aviation Section of the Signal Corps was established by
Congress with authorized strength of 60 officers and 260 enlisted men. Due chiefly

*Beck. one of the carliest flyers, who also appreciated the potential military application of
aviation, was removed from flying status in 1912 hecause of the so-called ““Manchu Law.™ This act of
Congress required that officers alternate between line and statt positions for specified periods. Beck
served with the Infantry in World War [, returning to aviation after the war. Lt. Col. Beck was
commanding Post Field at Ft. Sill. Okla. . in April 1922, when he was shot and killed by a friend during
an altercation generated by Beck's relationship with his friend’s wite
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An aviation pioneer. General Arnold began his fiving carcer when aircraft were in their
infancy. He is shown ina Wright B airplane at the Army s tirst flying field. College Park.
Maryland. in 1911 (adjacent page. topr. At San Diego Air Depot. he examines the first
Liberty engine. built by the Ford Company in Wortd War | tadiacent page. bottomy. May
Thomas DeW. Milling. another military aviation pioneer. appears with Amnold ibelow to
celebrate a reunion by flving together in an Army observation plane in 1930
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to the potential shown by the airplane in World War . the A Service was tormed
in May [918.

Although air power’s wartime contribution had been minor. saome atrmen
considered the airplane an ultimately decisive instrument to wuge war. Awreraft had
been used in World War 1 primarily for observation and support of ground unus.
Potentially however. aircraft could strike the cnemy’s war-sustaining resourees
(transportation. communications. industry and population) and break his will to
resist. This became known as the independent or strategic mission. as opposed to
the tactical mission of attacking the enemy’s ground or naval forces.# In future
conflicts the trench slaughter of World War [ could be avoided. As bombers ot
much better performance were developed. air leaders even more intensively
advocated the independent mission. connecting it directly to their advocucy of
autonomy.

Also. airmen knew that Britain's Roval Air Foree (RAF) had been created
during World War 1. While in 1916 Winston Churchill had declared in the House of
Commmons that “ultimately, and the sooner the better. the Air Service should be
one unified. permanent branch.™ it had taken the German air attacks on England of
1917 to impel the drive for separation. Folowing these raids. a committee headed
by Lt. Gen. Jan C. Smuts recommended to the British cabinet that an Air Ministry
be formed. Further. since independent air operations gave promise of becoming a
major means of conducting wartare, a separate air service should be set up.

The Smuts report afforded Prime Minister Lioyd George needed support to
stlence conservative military opposition. On January 1. 1918, the Air Ministry was
organized and on April I, 1918 the Royal Air Force came into being. combining the
Army’s Royal Flying Corps and the Royal Naval Air Service. After the war. the
British army and navy attempted to regain their air arms. but failed. In retrospect.
the RAF's Air Marshal Sir John C. Slessor described this battle to maintain the
RAF as fought “tooth and nail against the most powerful. the most determined and

. sometimes the most intemperate obstruction by the forces of military con-
servatism.” Arnold, Spaatz and Eaker remembered this British military history. It
tremendously influenced their thinking about autonomy.' They kept in touch with
their RAF counterparts. especially after World War 11 Nonetheless. in the United
States the prevailing opinion was that air forces should be trained and maintained
to support field armies. The postwar Dickman Board. appointed by Gen. John J.
Pershing. came to such a conclusion as did Secretary of War Newton D, Baker.
Assistant Secretary of War Benedict Crowell, and Army Chicl of Stalf Gen.
Peyton C. March.

*Maj. Gen. Hugh M. Trenchard, commander of Britains Roval Flving Corps. i 1918 had
established an Independent Air Foree, This foree was not under the commund of division, corps. o1
army commanders. but could conduct operations against ndustry, transportation, communications.
and supply centers.

“That both the Army and Navy air arms were integrated mto the RAE would not be fostupon the
post-Wortd War [ feaders of the U5 Navy, The Roval Navy regained ats air arm prior to World Wae

6
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As U.S. Army commuanders understood. the support of the ground troops was
ausctul role tfor the Air Service. When airmen argued that sustained bombardment
of the enemy’s war-making industry had not really been tried and that trench
warfare was sclf-defeating. they were deemed visionaries. As General Eaker
recalled: “"We were just sort of voices in the wilderness, A great many military
people considered us crackpots.”™ The wartime Chiet of Staft. General Peyvton
March, concluded: " The war had taught many lessons; the principles of wartare,
however. remained unchanged. It was not won, as some had predicted it would be.
by some new and terrible development of modern science: it was won. as had every
other war in history, by men. munitions and morale.™’

Army Command and General Statf School textbooks described the airplane’s
role as being observation. Although ecight bills to establish a Department of
Acronautics had been introduced in Congress during 1916-20. the Reorganization
Act of 1920 recognized the Air Service only as a combatant branch of the U.S.
Army. The Navy, with its battleships. remained the first line of defense. However,
men like Brig. Gen. William (Billy) Mitchell, the Army's flamboyant airman of
Waorld War 1. argued that the airplane was more economical and miiiiarily effective
than the battleship and that an independent air service was the best way to exploit
aircraft.* In June—July 1921, Mitchell seenied to prove his point. Bomber planes
under his command destroyed some obsolete warships off the Virginia capes.
including the allegedly unsinkable battleship Ostfriestand with its four lavers of
steel and watertight bulkheads.

After the war the Army’s airmen refined their doctrine. based on what they
considered to be the war’s lessons. Major Carl Spaatz,” Commanding Officer, 1st
Pursuit Group (Selfridge Field. Mich.). in 1923 stressed in an unpublished study
the part of military aviation known as “Air Force.” Whereas aviation observation
forces worked with the ground armies. Air Force comprised pursuit. bombard-
ment. and attack aviation. Spaatz defined pursuit aviation as the branch that sought
to destroy the enemy’s air force. [ts mission was to gain air supremacy. The branch
called attack aviation attempted to strike enemy forces and military objectives on
the ground or water with machinegun fire. Bombardment forces tried to destroy
military objectives by bombing targets on the ground and on water.*

Spaatz. observed that since the war the concept of Air Foree continued to
develop. He pointed to advances in the design of aircraft, bombs, and ma-
chineguns. As far as using bombing as a means to defeat the enemy, Spaatz noted
that this was undertaken only late in the war, However. in his opinion the results
were so successful that they demanded an air foree role apart from support of the
armies on the ground.

*During the war. Mitchell was successively chief of air service for several units of the Amernican
Expedinonary Force. He was promoted to brigadier general in Ociober 1918 and made Chiet of Air
Service tor First Army Group.

At this time. Spaatz actually spetled his nawme " Spatz” He changed 1t to Spaatz in 1938 because
people trequently pronounced 1t Uspats” rather than spots”




Courtesy Collecuon of William Bruce Amoid

Military aviation advocates during the interwar years: Brig. Gen. H. H. (Hap) Amold
(above, left): Maj. Carl A. Spaatz (above. right); and Capt. Ira C. Eaker (below).
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Wreck of the dingihle Shenandoah in September 1925,

Brig. Gen. William (Billy)
Mitchell, a strident supporter
of air power. with May Gen
Mason M. Patnick. Chiet ot
the Air Service. 1922
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Instructors at the Air Service Field Otficers School (established at Langley
Field. Va. . in October 1920y also promulgated air doctrine based principally upon
the idea of independent air operations.® In 1926 the tactical school published
Emploxment of Combined Air Force (subsequently revised under the utle A
Force). which for the first time formaliy articulated the idea that the basic wir
objectives were the enemy s “vital centers™ and his air force. Contemporars
scholarship suggests General Giulio Doubhet's influence. an English translation of
his Command of the Air (1921 edition) being available at the school as carly as
1923, Emploxment of Combined Air Force borrowed heavily trom Douhet. stress-
ing that attacks on “morale™ (population) should be made at the outset of war. Also
like the Ttahan theorist, it underscored the importance of neutrelizing the enemy s
air foree.”

Meanwhile, 1n the 1920s several boards studied the organization of military
aviation. Maj. Gen. Mason M. Patrick. Chiet of the Air Service. tavored air
autonomy within the War Department structure. He opposed permanent assign-
ment of air units to the ground forces. The Lassiter Board report of 1923 which
approved the dea of @ General Headquarters Air Foree. marked the Armyvs first
acknowledgment that the independent air mission miught serve a usetul role.
Nevertheless. the Morrow Board report of November 1925 opposed establishment
of a Department of Acronautics. This board - convened 1n the wake of Mitchell’s
protestations that the air arm was unprepared for war- - remarked that wir power had
vet to prove the value of independent operations. Such missions could better be
done under the command of Army or Navy officers. Moreover. as to air detense,
the United States had no reason to fear an enemy attack:

Noairplane capable of makimg a transoceamc thight to our countrs waith s usetul mditary
foad and of returning to safety is now i existency with the advance inthe art i
does not appear that there s any ground for anticipation of such development to i pomnt
which would constitate o direct menace o the Unifed States i any tuture which
scentific thought can now foresee The tear of such an attack s without reason’

in December 1925 the Lampert Committee recommended that a Department
of National Defense be created under a civilian seoretary. Implied was the idea of
three coequal services. Neither the War Department nor Congress acted. The Air
Corps Act of 1926 created the Army Air Corps from the Army Air Service. The act
also sanctioned Atr Corps representation on the War Department General Stafy
(WDGS). In addition. the Office of Assistant Secretary of War for Air was created
(first held by F Trubee Davison). only to be abolished in 1933 by President
Franklin D. Roosevelt. These were years of the depression, military budgets were

*In November 1922, the school’s name was changed to the Awr Serviee Tactical School. and in
1926. when the Air Service became the Air Corps. 1o the Air Corps Tactical School (ACTS 1 In July
1931, 1 moved trom Langley to Maxwell Freld. Ala

Just prior to graduatton from Yale in 1918, Davison. whose father was a partner of 3. P, Morgan
and Company. had suftered permanent damage to his lower leps ina plane crash. He received a law
degree from Columbia University and in i922 was elected to the New York State Assembly. He had
resigned in the fall of 1932 to run for Licutenant Governor of New York. in June 1933 the Roosevel
administration announced that the position of Assistant Secretary of War for Air would pot be tilled,
This news did not displease the War Department General Staft.

10
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held to a minimum by Congress. and international commissions were convened to
pass resolutions restricting planes in wartime to attacking only military targets,
Besides. protected by oceans. Amencan citizens saw httle need tor increased
military strength. The Navy remained the first line of defense.

Mecanwhile. Billy Mitchell's attachs grew more intense. Atter naval aviation
disasters involving disappearance of an aeeralt m the Pacitic and the crash of the
dirigible Shenandoah. he churged that the War and Navy Departments were guilty
of “incompetency. criminal negligence and almost treasonable administration of
the National Defense.”™ As a result. President Calvin Coolidge himself preferred
charges and the War Departiment announced that Mitchell would be court-mar-
tialed. The trial began in October 1925 and the guilty verdict with sentence of five
years suspension without pay was delivered o December. two weeks after the
Morrow Board report appeared. Afterwards, Coolidge lessened the verdict to five
vears at half pay. On February 1, 1926, Mitchell resigned. Ahead of his time. Biily
Mitchell was a brilliant technologist. impatient because others would not share his
confidence in machines that had vet to demonstriate their decisiveness i war, After
Franklin D. Roosevelt became President. Mitchell tried to influence a change in air
policy—-more money and resources should be devoted to the air arm- but tailed.
Roosevelt in fact had opposed a separate air arm ever sinee 1919, when he served as

President Frankhn D Roosevelt,
fong-time opponent of a separate
ar arm

Courtesy National Archises




PLANNING & ORGANIZING THE POSTWAR AIR FORCE

Assistant Secretary of the Navy. Mitchell died in February 1936, convinced to the
end that in any future war air forces would ultimately prove decisive,

Generul Headquarters Air Force

In October 1933 the Drum Bouard.* among other things. determined the
Army's responsibility for the coastal air defense mission and recommended
formation of a General Headquarters Air Force. The basic idea was to have a
unified air strike force directly under a General Headquarters. This strike force
could either be used for independent strategic operations or in . upport of ground
troops.” However, the Drum Board report emphasized that the Air Corps should
stay under Army control. Following a series of air crashes after the Air Corps was
suddenly ordered to take over mail routes.** a board was created under former
Secretary of War Baker to investigate the organization of military aviation. This
board was against an independent air mission and separate air arm. accenting that
independent operations could not decide wars. It opposed creation of a Department
of Aviation or a Department of National Detense. but did recommend setting up a
GHQ Air Force. James H. Doolittle ~ filed a dissent to the majority report:

I believe that the future secunty of our nation is dependent upon an adequate air foree.
This is true at the present ime and will become increasingly important as the science of
aviation advances. I am convinced that the required air force can be rapidly organized.
equipped and trained if it 1s completely separated from the Army and developed as an
entirely separate arm.”

Doolittic and the Air Corps leaders were well aware that Air Corps strength had
lagged behind the objectives of the 1926 Air Corps Act. Mid-1932 should have

*Maj. Gen. Benjamin D. Foulois, Chief of the Air Corps. was the sole airman on the board. Other
members were Maj. Gen. Hugh Drum. War Department Deputy Chiet of Staft: Maj. Gen. George S.
Simonds. Comruandant of the Army War College: Brig. Gen. Chaiies E. Kilbourne. Assistant Chiet of
the War Plans Division: and Maj. Gen. John W, Gulick, Chiet of the Coast Artillers

"The Air Corps had advocated the mission of strategic bombardment and the destruction of the
enemy’s fleet. Advocacy of the coastal air defense mission was less controversial. Army aviators
considered the coastal defense mission as important and legitimate. The bomber could strike aireraft
carriers as well as the enemy’s airficlds and industry.

**For an excellent discussion of the Air Corps” tribufations in flying the mail. sce John F. Shiner.
Foulois and the U.S. Army Air Corps, 19371935, Washington. D.C.. Oftice of Air Force History.
1982, Chapter V.

“"When the Baker Board report was published. Doolittle was a major in the Air Corps Reserve.
Commissioned a second licutenant in the Aviation Section of the Signal Corps in Marcn 1918, he
resigned from the Air Corps in December 1930 to become manager of the Aviation Department of the
Sheil Petroleum Corporation. An aeronautical engineer and a crack racing pilot. Doolittie set 4 number
of important aviation records in the 1920s and early 1930s. During World War 11, he achieved fame as
the leader of the Tokyo raid of April 1942, He went on to command the Twelfth Air Force. North African
Strategic Air Forces, Fifteenth Air Force. and the Eighth Air Force.




ROOTS OF AAF ORGANIZATION

marked the end of the Air Corps” tive-vear expansion program. By that ume the Air
Corps had about 1. 300 otticers. 13,400 enlisted men. and 146 aireralt rather than
the 1650 otficers. 15,000 enlisted men. and 1.8OO serviceable planes called torin
the Air Corps Act. But. noted Doolittle, should the Air Corps remain part of the
Army. it ought to have 1ts own budget and promotion hst and be removed trom
General Staft control. The desire for a separate budget and promotion list subse-
quently became a sustained theme of the air leaders,

The Drum and Baker Board reports supplied the crucial impetus to the drive
tor « GHQ Air Force. Another vital force was Maj. Gen. Benjumin D, Foulois,
Chiet of the Air Corps. who had long fought for a separatc Department of
Acronautics. * After repeated attempts. he had finally convinced the War Depart-
ment by 1933 of the need to assign the aenal coast defense mission to the Air
Corps. Foulois’ recommendation was approved in January (933 by Army Chietf of
Staft Gen. Douglas MacArthur”

Based on the Baker Board Report, the GHQ Air Force was created on March
1. 1935, with Bri Gen. Frank M. Andrews named commanding general.
Andrews was a former commandant of the Advanced Flving School and had been
chief of the Training and Operations Division in the Office of the Chicet of the Air
Corps (OCAC). He had served with the War Department General Staff before
becoming General Headquarters Air Force commander. Formation of a GHQ Air
Force in peacetime was unprecedented. During World War | the Air Service™s
offensive aircraft were organized under a single ofticer. responsible to the com-
mander of Army Field Forces. As mentioned, in 1923 the Lassiter Board recom-
mended organization of bomber and pursuit planes directly under General Head-
quarters. Also, Army Regulations 95-10 (March 1928) described bomber and
pursuit aircraft organized into “*GHQ aviation™ under command of an air officer
reporting to the commander of Army Field Forces. Notwithstanding. the Army
had not shaped its air element this way.”

Air Corps units in the United States had been under operational control of
Army corps area commanders in whose territory they were stationed. There were
nine such corps areas. each commanded by a ground officer. In similar fashion to
the Chief of Infantry and other Chiefs of Arms or Services. the Chief of the Air
Corps had been responsible for support of his units—the design and procurement
of aircraft. personnel. training. and doctrine. The Chief of the Air Corps was
therefore not really an operational commander. With estabiishment of GHQ.
General Andrews gained operational control of tactical units. which were formed
into three wings.** Brig. Gen. Henry H. Amold commanded the 1st Wing at

*Foulois in 1913 had opposed a separate department.

"The post of Commanding General, GHQ Air Force, was made a major general’s slot Andrews
became commander as a brigadier general because the 1926 Air Corps Act restricted temporary
promotion to two grades above an individual’s permanent rank

**The three wings together consisted of nine groups of thirty tactical squadrons maelve bom-
bardment, six attack. ten pursuit. and two reconnaissance.
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March Field. Caht.: Col. Henry Conger Pratt headed the 2d Wing at Langley
Field. Va.: and Lt. Col. Gerald C. Brant commanded the 3d Wing at Barksdale
Field, La. The Chief of the Air Corps and the GHQ commander were on the same
echelon of command. and each reported separately to the War Department. Here
was a situation in which the Office of the Chiet of the Air Corps controlled funds.
personnel, and procurement of equipment. GHQ Air Force was responsible for
combat efficiency and results, but did not have the controlling voice to gain the
means to accomplish this end. Administratively. tactical bases were under the
Army corps area commanders. Thus. when handling air matters, the Army Chicef
of Statf and the War Department General Staft dealt with the commander of GHQ
Air Force. the Chiet of the Air Corps. and the corps arca commanders.
Obviously. this type of organization scverely divided authority between the
Oftice of the Chief of the Air Corps and the GHQ Air Force. Consequently. the air
arm found it difficult to establish a single position when dealing with the War
Department. In January 1936 the Air Corps” Browning Board* report noted:
This organization has damaged Air Corps morale and has split the Air Corps into two
tactions (OCAC and GHQ Air Force). . the board belieses that the present organiza-
ton is unsound. . . . a consolidation of the Air Corps under one head will permit the
Commanding General. GHQ Air Foree to devote his maximum cftort to training and «
minimum to admimstration.'’
The Browning Board proposed that the GHQ Air Force be consolidated under the
Oftice of the Chief of the Air Corps. The board’s report also recommended placing
“all AAF stations and all personnel and units solely under the Air Force chain of
command.”"” General Andrews of course firmty supported this last proposal. The
War Department approved it in May 1936. thereby exempting Air Corps stations
from corps arca control.'” However. no immediate action was taken on the
recommendation to place GHQ Air Force under the Chiet of the Air Corps.
Determined to make GHQ a combat-ready striking torce. General Andrews
increased the flying time of GHQ pilots. A fine flver himselt (Eaker called him
perhaps the best blind-flying pilot in the Air Corps) and convinced of the impor-
tance of an all-weather force. he insisted that pilots be qualitied to fly by instru-
ments. He inherited a force in which few pilots could do so, but after a vear of
GHQ almost all flyers were instrument qualified. Aerial navigation without use of
known reference points and night flying were also emphasized. " The Air Force.™
General Andrews observed. “*cannot be improvised after war is imminent. It takes
years to build bases and airplanes and to train personnel.”™™ Thus GHQ stressed
combat readiness. The kevs were mobility and effectiveness. A unit should be able
to take oft from its home station with all plancs within torty-cight hours. tiv to a
specified area with minimum stops tor fuel and oil. and then take oft on a combat
mission within twenty-four hours.”

*After Cob. William S. Browming of the Air Corps Inspector General's Oftice who headed the
study
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Mobility ot this “striking toree of the air™ called tor rapid concentration ot
tarce inthe Army's major corps areas. Strenuous traming was designed to prepare
torces to repel an enemy approaching U.S . coasts it the Navy could not cope with
the situation (the Army and Navy had tought i@ constant battle over the coastal wir
detense missiony. Also, GHQ would be set to strike enemy ground torces should
they approach U.S. borders. Formation of GHQ was significant because it gave
arrmen the chance to coordinate air operations with ground forces. This was astep
towards unitied direction. Thus. the objectives. organization. and training of the
General Headquarters Air Force were ina way harbingers of the development of arr
power and air organization during Workd War . Of more immediate importance.,
creation of GHQ Air Force marked a workable compromise between those airmen
who advocated an independent air arm and those on the War Department statt who
continued to argue that the function of Air Forces was to support the ground
clement. Some Army officers thought forming GHQ Air Force would detlate the
airmen’s advocacy of a separate Air Force. After Andrews wis reassigned in
February 1939, GHQ was finally placed under the Office of the Chief of the Air
Corps. This was & major move that seemed to solve a problem thut had aftlicted
Army air organization since formation of the GHQ Air Force. Functions of the
GHQ Air Force commander were unattected. but his immediate responsihility was
to the Chief of the Air Corps and not to the War Department Chiet of Staft.

During his command of GHQ. Andrews made ciear his conviction that air
power should be separately organized and that bombardment aviation should be the
basic element of the air forces as the infantry and battleship were the primary
divisions of the ground and sea torces. Among other things, the development of the
B-17 long-range bomber in the 1930s persuaded him that bomber torces would
play an important role in wars of the future. " Though both the Army and Navy
have a requirement for auxibiary aviation to complete their combat teams.”™
Andrews stressed.

i must be cemembered that the arplane s pot yust another supporting weapon. . . It

the only weapon that can engage with equal tacility land. sea. and other air forces. Tt

another means, operating tn another element. tor the same basie purpose as ground and

seit power  destruction of the enemy s will to hght "
He further argued that an adequate air defense could not be built under the existing
organization. The United States was a secondary air power. this being true of any
Air Corps that was an integral part of an Army or Navy." The Air Corps. with its
own budget. should be organized under the Secretary of War on a basis coequal in
authority with the Army.*

* Atter his tour as Commanding General. GHQ Air Force. Andrew s reverted to his permanent rank
of colonel. General Marshall then brought Andrews to the War Department General Statt as Assistam
Chief of Staft for Operations and Tramning. promoting him to brigadier general. Andrews was the tiest
Air Corps afficer ever to hold thes posiion. Later on, Andrews became CG. Panama Canal Air Foree:
CG . Canbbean Detense Command: CGL ULS. Forces in Muddle Eastz and in February 1943 CGL U S
Forces in European Theater. In May 1943, Lt Gen Andrews was killed i an air crash in leeland

*n




tAbover Commander of GHQ Aur Force . May Gen Frank M Andrews (Befowr May Gen
Benjamin D Foulors, Chiet of the Air Corps.wath Brig Gen Henry O Pratt, dunimg the Ht
Knox. Kentucky exercises, 1933
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General Andrews” views had brought him into conflict with the Chiet of the
Atr Corps, General Westover, who opposed separation from the Army. * Westover
thought that in the vears after World War 1. when the budget was slashed. alf
branches had suftered. not primanily the Air Corps. He considered much of the
criticism of the War Department by his airmen unjust. These vears were difficult,
he tnsisted. and would have been so even if a separate agency had control of Army
aviation. Westover remarked that the Army had made a good record in support of
aviation. He charged that critics both within the military and without, who
vigorously criticized the War Department. were in fact professional agitators.
Additional criticism came from those who were 1gnorant of the issues or misun-
derstood the tacts. To Westover. the War Department “need not feel ashamed of the
showing it made in the wr”™"

Meantime. while the battle raged in the 1930s over organizing the Army's air
arm. the Air Corps itself did not neglect doctrine. In the Air Corps Tactical School
and clsewhere. the precision dayvlight bombing doctrine gained ascendancy and air
theorists debated whether or not escort fighters were necessary. By [935 bombard-
ment officers accented speed. range. and altitude. and believed that fighter escorts
would not be required. With an austere budget and better bomber performance.
pursuit aviation lost ground. By 1932 the Air Corps had started to test the Boeing
B -9 and Martin B-10 bombers. The B-10 was an all-metal monoplane with a
speed over 200 miles-per-hour, a ceiling of 21.000 feet. and a 900-mile range. This
craft would open the way for development of larger and faster bombers.

By 1934 the Air Corps had started engineering studies and announced design
competition to build a long-range. muitiengine bomber capable of carrying a
2000-pound bombload. Only the Boeing Airplane Company submitted a design
for a four-engine aircraft. Its Model 299, featuring great range. substantial
carrying capacity. and high speed. became the prototype of the B--17 Flying
Fortress. The XB-17 went through flight testing in [935. and on August 20, 1935,
it flew tfrom Seattle to Dayton at average speed of 252 miles-per-hour. setting a
nonstop record for the 2,100 miles. By August 1937, thirteen YB-17s had been
delivered to the Air Corps.

As mentioned. air leaders were of course aware of the gap separating doctrine
trom available weapons. Geography and technology continued to be constricting
factors. An enemy attack on the United States would have to be made by an
expeditionary army supported by naval units or by aircraft launched from bases in
the Western Hemisphere. As noted. the defensive mission of the bomber had
drawn Army aviation into conflict with the Navy over the responsibilits for aertal
coastal defense.

*Westover was killed 1 an air crash in 193X and was succeeded by Amnold
"Also. development of the Norden (1931) and Sperry (19331 bombaights gave bomber advocates
what thev needed for precision bombing
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This interservice dispute erupted after the war and lasted through the 19204
and 1930s. In January 1931 a meeting between Army Chiet of Staft Gen. Douglas
MacArthur and Chiet of Naval Operatons Adm. Willlam V. Pratt led to an
informal agreement spelling out the services” responsibifities. Naval air was 1o
conduct missions directly connected with fleet movements: land-based Army uir
would detend the home coasts tand overscas possessions) and conduct reconnais-
sance and offensive operations bevond the lines ot ground forces.

Howcever. the MacArthur-Pratt understanding did not endure because Pratt's
suceessor. Adm. Willhiam H. Standley. repudiated the agreement. And in 1934 the
Joint Board. in " Doctrines for the Emploviment of the GHQ Air Force. ™ stated that
the fleet maintained primary responsibility tor coastal defense and implied that the
Army atr arm would be used solely in cases of insutficient naval power to deal with
a sttuation at sea.

In May 1938 this dispute broke dramatically when. during joint mancuvers,
three B 1776 flew sivchundred miles into the North Atlantic to intercept the Italian
liner Rex. bound toward New York. [t was [ocated and the Air Corps made certain
that details of this operation found their way to the press.™ The fury of naval

CA st ar eseapade had occurred m Aogust 1937 swhea the Wa Departmentand Ny aereed to
sedret exervise o deternine o A Corps bombers coald Tocate and bomb Navy ships Tnatest. Gen
Andrews” bombers spotied the U S Ny s batdeship 7 eade and suceesstully: “hombed ™ i Subse-
quentiy, the secrecy of the contest was violated when a nesw scuster announced the verdict Navyotticers

were outraged

Gen. Douglas MacArthur,
Army Cheet 1 Sttt

Cour v N Archines
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authorities prompted the War Department to issue o verbal directive prohibiting
Army air operations more than one hundred miues trom the coast Gen Malhin
Craig. who replaced MacArthur in October 1935, sought to himt the \ir Corpy’
coast detense activities. He wanted the Air Corps to concentiate on the support of
Army field forces. Craig made a persenal agreement with the Chict ot Naval
Operations i 1938 [imiting the Air Corps to operational thghts of no more than one
hundred miles from shore.

Meanwhile. as noted, bombardment theonists at the A Corps Tactical
School—confident that long-range bombers carrving heasy bomb loads would be
produced—had formulated the high-altitude davlight precision concept The wdea
was to attack the enemy’s cconomic structure and ultimately it necessary. morale.
Instructors at the school stressed that “"no barrier «an be interposed to shield the
civil populace against the airplane.” The objective was “"to force an unwilling
cnemy government to accept peace on terms which fuvor our policies. Since the
actions of that hostile government are based on the will of the people. no victory
can be complete until that will can be molded to our purpose.”™ ™ This meant using
air power strategically. American airmen had been trained to sink ships. and
Mitchell’s demonstration against obsolete warships seemed to prove that precision
bombing would work. Even so. aircratt were not vet able to bomb effectively at
night. and illuminated bombsights would not be developed until World War [f.

Chiet ot the Aar Corps. May Gen
Oscar Westoser. opposed separat
ing the Arr Corps trom the Ay

19
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Despite these drawbacks, precision bombing was also stressed because of the
public’s aversion to population bonmbing .~

In the 1930s then. with better performing bomber and pursuit planes being
developed and produced., and with doctrine beiug refined. the debate over how to
organize air forces intensified. Traditionadists in the War Department still refused
to accept strategic bombing as a way to avoid the carnage of the battlefield. The
War Department General Staff believed that air autonomy would result in de-
creased funds for the rest of the Army's components. The leadership of the War
Department held that independence for the air element would mean less than
adequate air support for the ground Army. On the other hand. the aviators felt that
only when they admunistered and controlled their own forces could aviation
experience the requisite growth. In retrospect, Brig. Gen. Haywood S. Hansell.
Jr_instructor at the Air Corps Tactical School. AAF war planner. and World War I
commander. noted that “proponents of the two ideas soon lost all sense of
proportion in the very intensity of their zeal. There was a tendency of the airmen to
advocate strategic bombing to the exclusion of all else: and of the ground soldiers
to view bombardment simply as more artillery.” Hansell added that 1if the General
Staff belittled the airmen’s claims. it must also be admitted that at least in some
very small measure we may possibly have overstated our powers and understated
our limitations.”” ™

Air Organization in World War 11

However, these arguments were giving way to the pressure of events. With
Britain in a desperate struggle against Nazi Germany. air operations were already
becoming important to U.S. war planning. President Roosevelt had ordered a huge
expansion of aircraft production. “"Military aviation.™ he said. *is increasing at an
unprecedented and alarming rate.”” Nonetheless. the airmen received a setback in
November 1940, when the GHQ Air Force was removed from the jurisdiction of
the Oftice of the Chief of the Air Corps. In July 1940, Gen. George C. Marshall had
activated a General Headquarters under the command of Maj. Gen. Lesley J.
McNair. to train tactical units through the four field armies. The Army Chief of
Staft then asked General Arnold to submit his ideas on organization. Arnold
recommended three Deputy Chiefs of Staft for the Army-—«round. air. and service
forces. The Deputy Chiet for Air would command all OCAC and GHQ air forces
except those in the war theaters. Arnold’s proposal was opposed by the War
Department General Staff. In October 1940, Marshall decided to appoint Arnold as

*AIr histonans have often observed that the precision concept owed much to the Amencan
tradition of marksmanship This may have been a tactor, but a more persuasive case needs to be made tor
the chmate of opinion in the 1920s and 1930s which was strongly opposed to bombing cities General
Arnold. a perceptive judge of opimion. was impressed with this publie teeling

20
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Acting Deputs Chiet of Stafl tor Ain o position from which he could mediate
between OCAC and GHOQ Air Force. However. GHQ A Force was asagned to the
ground-controlled General Headquarters and placed under the direct control of the
Commander of Army Ficld Forces. Also. arr statton complements again came
under the control of corps arca commanders. With Arnold as Deputy Chiet ot Statt
tor Awr. Mar. Gen. George H. Brett became Acting Chiet ot the Aur Corps
Thus the drive for air independence sutiered a blow  This resersion to sphit

command would exist until June 1941, when the Army A Forees would be
established. with Arnold as Chiet. Sull. the impact of this setback of November
1940 was somewhat softened by Arnold's close relationship to General Marshall.
Army Chiet of Staff. and by the appointment i December 1940 0t Robert A
Lovettas Special Assistant to the Secretary of War (1o be redesignated as Assistant
Secretary of War for Airin April 19411, Mcanwhile. the ditticulty of getting prompt
action on air matters from the War Department General Statt indoced General
Marshall and Secretary of War Henry Lo Stumison 1o consider retorm o r
administration. Arnold had already informed Marshall of the necd tor decisions o
accelerate the arduous task of rapidy budlding up the wr arm Action must be
taken. Sumson directed,

to place vur arr arm under one responsible head - and phars stogld he aorked o e

deselop an orgamzation statted and equpped ro provide the cronmd torcos wth ossent o

aircratt umts tor ot opetations . while at the samc e ovpamelin s and dec ol o,

our statt work o pernut A Force autonoms o the desroe nenden
Accordingly. i late Muarch 1941 Marshall ordered Generad Arnold. Deputy Chiet
of Statt for Air. to coordinate all wir matters Murshall wanted a simpler system
with direct hines of authonty. In Apnl. Marshadl, Arnold. and Lovett. now
Assistant Secretary of War tor Auragreed that tor the time being quasi-autonoms
tor the air arny was preferable to separation from the Army. They did not want to
generate a harsh debate when the A Corps taced the formmidable task of expanding
its forces. Henee. a compromise was reached through o revision of Army Regula-
tons CARIYS 3 On June 200 1941 the Armiy Aar Forees was established. the fira
major organizational step toward autonoms since tormation of the GHQ Air Force
in (935

Army Regulauons 95 S <hipulated that the AAE “shall consist of the Head-
quarters Army Aar Forees. the A Force Combat Command. the Air Corps, and all
other air units. = The Chiet of Armiy Aar Forces  also to be Deputy Chiet of Staft
tor Air - would be directly responsible to the Seeretars of War and the Army Chiet
of Statf tor making aviation policies and plans. He would also coordinate the
Office of the Chiet of the Air Corps agenaes and an Aar Foree Combat Commuand

SBrett eraduated trom the Virenie Slitary Tnstitate o s oined rhe Cavaeny oy 9000 gng
turned toas ition m 1915 He commuanded amtields arter Wordd War bt repatatios an the madens
tield between the wars, atd was appoitited commandire ctioer ot e Bt o et Mo
mid - 1936 Privot to beconiny Acting Chict of the Nie Cormpe b tad boon €rnerof the Moo o oo
at Wrieht Freld and then also held the top mutenied position s the Ohee o the Chet ol rne A b
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Henry 10 Sumson. Seoretarns
of War, gdvocated hmined au-
tonoms for the Air Corps

Courtesy National Archinves

(AFCC ) aredesignated GHQ Air Foree. According to AR 95-5_ the Commanding
General. Air Force Combat Command, when directed by the Chief of the Army
Air Forces. was to prepare plans for defense against air attack on the continental
United States. The AFCC was further responsible for operational training and
development of air doctrine. - The Chief of the Air Corps would supervise rescarch
and development, procurement. supply and maintenance. He would in addition
supply the War Department with the “basis tor requirements of personnel. cquip-
ment and stores to be furnished by arms and services to the Army Air Forces.”™ ™

Also. the Air Council was created to review periodically all Army aviation
projects and matters of aviation policy. The council comprised the Assistant
Secretary of War for Air: the AAF Chicet (Presidenty: Chief. War Plans Division
{War Department General Stath): Commanding General. Air Force Combat Com-
mand: and the Chiet of the Air Corps. From the AAF™s view. AR 95-§ was justan
intenm solution to the problem of gaining even more autonomy. although this
directive gave the new AAF chief an Air Statt. The utility of the Air Statt lay inats
assisting the Chief of the Army Air Forees to deal with aviation matters and to form
air pohicy. Creatton of 7 Statt could be seen to stem from Sumson's desire to
attord the Air Forces more autonomy.

The Army Aar Forees also enhanced its authority on July 10,1941, when the
Jomt Army-Nanvy Board added toats members the Deputy Chiet of Statt for Aar as

Al
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well as the Navy's Chiet of the Bureau of Acronautics. Perhaps the most meaning-
ful gain occurred in August 1941 when General Arnold accompanied President
Franklin ID. Roosevelt o the Atlantic Conference meeting with British Prime
Minister Winston Churchill. Arnold was present because the British were repre-
sented by their air. ground. and naval chiefs (the Roval Air Force was an indepen-
dent service). and it was therefore necessary for Roosevelt to have his chicet airman
there. But it was equally true that the President had ordered a substantial expansion
of aircraft production and that American airmen were dratting major offensive air
plans. Thus. when the war began. Arnold took his piace as a member of the U.S.
Joint Chiefs of Statt (JCS) and the Anglo-American Combined Chiefs of Staft
(CCS).* This implied recognition that the Air Forces had become the equal of land
and sea forces.

*The Joint Chiets of Staff commenced tormal mectmgs m February 19420 Durimg the war an
oflicial charter estabhishing the U.S. Joint Chiets was never promulgated. For a sucamet consideration
of the development of the Joint Chiets and the Combined Chiets of Statf, see Ray S Chine. The War
Depuartment. Washington Command Post: The Operations Division tWashington. 1955, pp 98 106

May. Gen. Hap Arnold and
Gen George C. Marshall at
Randolph Field. Texas. 194,
The close refationship be-
tween the two advanced the
cause of strengthening the air
arm
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While this air buildup was proceeding. the Air Corps had taken a number of
actions designed to strengthen its forces. The War Department had formed an Air
Detense Command in carly 1940 under Brig. Gen. James E. Chaney. This
command was a planning agency: responsibility for continental air detense re-
mained with the GHQ Air Force. In the spring of 1941, the Wur Department
established the Northeastern, Central. Southern. and Western Detense Commands
to plan for the complete defense of these arcas. At the same time, air districts were
redesignated the First, Second, Third. and Fourth Air Forces. They were given the
responsibility tor air defense planning and organization along the cast coast: in the
northwest and the mountain areas. in the southeastern region: and along the west
coast and in the southwest. In late 1940 and carly [941. moves were also taken to
strengthen the air forces in such places. among others. as the Caribbean and
Hawaii. A Caribbean Detense Command was created and in Hawaii the Hawalian
Air Force was activated.

Of enduring importance to the AAFS rising intluence in high councils was the
personal relationship of Arnold to Marshall. resting on mutual respect and con-
fidence. They had come to know each other in 1914 duning their Army service in the
Philippines. Marshall trusted Arnold’s judgment in air matters and what General
Arnold proposed. Marshall. if possible. usually accepted. As Marshall noted.

President Roosevelt and Brat-
sh Poime Muinister Wainston
Churchill

Courtesy Naiona: Archives
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during the war he had tried to make Arnold “as nearly as | could Chief of Statt of
the Air without any restraint although he was very subordinate. And he was very
appreciative of this.”" Marshall remarked that one of his problems carly in the war
was the immaturity of Arnold’s staff. He referred not necessarily to age. but to lack
of experience in staff work. Additionally, Marshall took exception to the airmen’s
agitating over promotions (they were not coming rapidly enough) and the need for
aseparate air foree. Separation. asserted Marshall, ~was out of the question at that
tume. They didn’t have the trained people for it atall. . . . When they came back
atter the war, the Air Corps had the nucleus of very able staff officers but that
wasn 't true at all at the start.”™

Meantime. General Marshall linked the air leaders” desire for more freedom
with his own conviction that it was time to decentralize the General Statf's
operating responsibilities. The staft. he noted. had “lost track of the purpose of its
custence. It had become a huge, bureaucratic. red tape-ridden. operating agency.
it slowed down evervthing.” " Many staft officers had to coordinate on papers
winding their way through the echelons of the War Department. The chiet and his
three deputies had become mired in detail and paperwork. Marshall was deter-
mined to replace the horizontal burcaucratie structure with a vertical one. He could
then devote his time to planming strategy and directing the war. And Arnold. of
course, Jooked upon AR 95--5 as just another step in the direction of autonomy. The
Anr Statt sull had to answer to the War Department General Staft. The AAF did not
control 1ts own budget and promotion system. a constant trustration to the
airmen.* Relations between the Air Foree Combat Command and AAF continued
to be unsatistactory just as those between the Chiet of the Air Corps and GHQ Air
Force had been divisive.

Arnold wanted to reorganize to climinate these troubles and guarantee the
proper exploitation of air power by air officers. In October 1941, with Arnold’s
approval. 8rig. Gen. Carl A. Spaatz. Chief of the Air Statf, recommended that the
War Department create three autonomous commands- air forces. ground forces,
and service lorces. Although the War Department rejected this proposal. Arnold in
November suggested a simifar reorganization. This plan centered on the comple-
mentary relationship of ground and wir forces in modern wartare. In an unprece-
dented passage, stressing the interdependence of the principles of strategy and
organization. General Arnold emphasized the unity of command:

The development of the Air Foree as o new and coordinated member of the combat team
his introduced new methods of waging war Although the basic Proinaiples of War remaim
unchanged. the introduction ot these new methads has altered the application ot those
Principles of War to modern combat. In the past. the mabtary commander has been
concerned with the ecmplovment of a single decisive arm. which was supported by

*One reason why Air Corps ofticers wanted a separate promotion Tistwas that advancement in the
Army depended on length of commissioned service. Most aviators, being relativels young. ranked
considerably down the Army's single promotion hist Also. flvers underwent longer traming than
ground officers prior to commissioning . This meant the wiemen as a group telt belnd i the promonion
avele
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auxthary arms and services. . Today the miliiary commander has two striking arms
These two arms are capable of operating together at a single tume and place. on the
battlefield. But they are also capable of operating singly at places remote from cach
other. The great range of the air arm makes it possible to strike far from the battle ield.
and attuck the sources of enemy mulitary power. The mobility of the air toree mahes 1t
possible to swing the mass of that striking power trom those distant objectives to any
sefected portion of the battle tront in a matter of hours even though the bases of the air
torce may be widely separated. ™

According to Arnold. unity of command had in effect been achieved within
the AAF, but not vet between the ground forces and air forces. A “superior™
commander was now required to determine the proper usc of forces for maximum
results. Also needed was 4 superior coordinating statf. embracing both air and
ground personnel. Arnold further recommended that the air torces and ground
torces should have equal access to the common services and supply arms. ™

The War Plans Division of the War Department General Staff approved
Arnold’s plan in principle. but betore action could be taken the Japanese attacked
Pearl Harbor and the United States was at war. However. partly owing to Arnold’s
proposal. Marshall in January 1942 appointed Maj. Gen. Joseph T. McNarney of
the Air Corps to head a War Department Reorganization Committee. Serving
under McNamey were Col. William K. Harrison. Jr.. and AAF Lt. Col. Laurence
S. Kuter.*

Outof this committee’s deliberations came War Department Circular 59, War
Department Reorganization, March 2.1942_ by which the Army Air Forces under
Arnold achieved the kind of autonomy that Stimson and Marshall had envisioned.
Effective March 9. this reorganization was for the duration of the war plus six
months under the First War Powers Act of December 18, 1941, Most important
from the AAF view, Circular 59 made the Army Air Forces one of three autono-
mous Army commands. along with the Army Ground Forces (AGF) and the
Sc vices of Supply [subsequently Army Service Forees (ASF)]|. the structure that
had been recommended by Arnold and Spaatz. General Marshall remained as
Chief of Staff of the War Department. Below the Chiet of Statt were Lt. Gen.
Henry H. Arnold. Commanding General. Army Air Forces: Lt. Gen. Lesley 1.

*Kuter, a 1927 graduate of the US Military Academy had taught at the Air Corps Tactical School
i the late 19308 and had functioned as a planner wath the War Department General Staff from 193942,
His intellectual capacity was highly regarded by sentor ofticers. Marshall had been impressed with
Kuter as a voung statt ofticer. He had asked Amold why he didn't make Kuter a general. According to
Marshall, General Arnold had replied that be could not because e would Tose all his sttt They would
all quit on hinat a man that young was made a general. So. recalled Marshall, “the next hist that came
i Lustwrote the otticer’s name onat. Within one month he was a heutenant colonel. A month atter that
he had his tisst star ™ (Forrest C Pogue. Georee ¢ Marshall Ordeal and Hope (New York, 19661, p
291 General MoNarney was o distinguished otticer. a graduate of West Point who had been commis-
stoned @ second heutenant in the intantrs in 1985 In World War T MeNarney served with the st Acro
Squadron He saw service with the War Department General Staft and inthe carly 19308 was
commandant of the Primary Flying School. March Freld, Calit. In 1935 he went o Langley Fiefd, Vi,
as Assistant Chiet of Statt, to help organize the GHQ Aar Foree. Prior to World War HLhe was amember
of the War Plans Division. WDGS
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McNair, Commanding General. Army Ground Forces: and Maj. Gen. Brehon B.
Somervell, Commanding General. Services of Supply. The functions of the
Commanding General. Air Force Combat Command and the Chief of the Air
Corps were transferred to the Commanding General. Army Air Forces.® Circular
59 described the mission of Army Air Forces as "“to procure and maintain
equipment peculiar to the Army Air Forces. and to provide air force units properly
organized, trained and equipped for combat operations. Procurement and related
functions will be executed under the direction of the Under Secretary of War™" ™

Among duties assigned to Army Air Forces were the operation of replacement
training centers and schools; organization of tactical units as directed by the War
Department: development of tactical and training doctrine, tables of organization.
military characteristics of aircraft. weapons, and equipment. and operational
changes needed in equipment. aircraft, and weapons of the Army Air Forces: and
also development (jointly with the Commanding General. Army Ground Forces)
of ground-air support, tactical training. and doctrine in conformity with policies
prescribed by the War Department Chief of Staff." After March 1942, the Air
Corps—which had been established by law—remained the chietf component of the
AAF, but the OCAC and AFCC were abolished, their functions taken over by AAF
Headquarters. Officers continued to be commissioned in the Air Corps. This so-
called *Marshall reorganization™ enabled the Chief of Staff to plot strategy and
direct global forces while the commands controlled administration and executed
policy. McNarney observed that decisions would now be based upon a more
deliberate consideration of the issues. Thus. the AAF had attained a substantial
measure of autonomy within the structure of the War Department. a reorganization
that Maj. Gen. Otto L. Nelson, Jr.. of the War Department General Staft called
“‘the most drastic and fundamental change which the War Department had experi-
enced since the establishment of the General Staff by Elihu Root in 1903.7* But
this setup would expire six months after the close of the war. in accordance with the
First War Powers Act of December 18, 1941,

Despite this restructuring, administrative problems persisted. Coordination
within Headquarters AAF at times suffered since it was hard to fix final respon-
sibility for various actions. Complaints from the field continued. the most preva-
lent being that the headquarters organization was confusing. With the AAF
buildup going on, even more decentralization became a major objective. In
consequence. after several headquarters studies. and proposals by General Ar-
nold, a major reshuffling ensued. This new organization of March 29, 1943,
abolished directorates and combined policymaking with control of operations in
six reconfigured Assistant Chief of Air Staff (A-staff) offices: Personnel: Intel-
ligence; Training; Materiel, Maintenance. and Distribution; Operations, Commit-
ments and Requirements; and Plans. In addition. there were three deputy chiefs of

*After this March 1942 reorganization. General Armold. Commanding General. AAE, formed an
Advisory Council - separate from the Air Staft-—to report directly to him. See Chapter 1l
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airstaft formed in 1943 and tour from 1944 on. 7 The AAF reorgamzation of March
1943 was the last major wartime headquarters realignment.

As noted. the status of Army Air Forces had been enhanced by Arnold's
membership on the Joint Chicts of Staft and the Combined Chiets ot Statt. where
the AAF Commander was privy to—and could attempt to influence policy und
plans.* The AAF's status and prestige received another boost trom publication of
War Department Field Manual (FM) 100-20. Connand and Emplement of A
Power. July 21, 1943. This manual established the strategic. tactical. and air
defense roles as the primary tunctional missions of the air forces. General Kuter
played a significant part in drafting this manual. having shown the interdepen-
dence of ground and air forces in North African operations and having convinced
the War Department of the need to state this in such a publication. " Land power
and air power.” stated FM 100-20.

are co-equal and interdependent forces: nerther s an austhary of the other the
aiming of ar supertority s the fint requirement for the success of any maor fynd
uperation L.and torces operating without air superiority, must take such extensine
seaurty neasures agaimst hostle air attack that thewr mobility and abihiy o deteat the
enemy and torces are greathy reduced
The key tenet was that air forees should be used primarily against the enemy s wir
torces until wir supertority was gained.

Based on the evolving experience of World War I, especially in the North
African theater. this War Department directive detined command of air and ground
forces in a theater of operations. Control of air power. it pointed out. must be
centralized and command exercised through the air force commander. As tor the
responsibifity of a theater commander:

The command of air and ground forces in i theater of operations will be vested n the

superior commander charged with the actual conduct of operations in the theater, who

will exercise command of air torces through the wir foree commander and command of

eround torces through the ground foree commander. The superior commander will not

attach Army Air Forces to units under his command except when such ground foree units

are operating independently or are psolated by distance or Jack of communication
Usually there would be one air force—the largest AAF tactical unit—-in a theater of
operations. Normal composition of an air force, under FM- 100-20, included
strategic, tactical, air defense. and air service elements. AAF tactical (offensive
and defensive) air units were designated flight. squadron, group. wing. division.

“Foran assessment of Arnold's wartime leadership. see May Gen JTohn W Huoston,  The Wartime
Leadership of “Hap™ Amold.™ in Air Power and Warfure, Proceedings of the Sth Ailitary Histon
Sympostum, U8 Aur Foree Academy. October (8200 1978 (Washungton, 1979,

“Brig Gen Kuter was named Assistant Chiet of Air Staft, Plans. in May 1933 Previous (o this
assienment. Kuter was Commuanding General. Allied Tacucal Air Forees and then Amencan Depaty
Commander under Air Vice Marshal Sir Arthur Comngham. Commanderin Chiet of the North Afncan
Tactucal AirForces They successtully demonstrated the conceptol unity of commuand of ab i clements
under o simgle wmr commander. working closely with the ground torces




ROOTS OF AAEF ORGANIZATION

command. and air toree . The major wm ot the strategic wir torce was to deteat the
cnemy nation. Sclection of strategie objectives was done by the theater com-
mander. He would as a rule assign o broad mission to the swategic air toree
commander and follow with specitic directives.

EM 00 20 supulated five kinds of tactical avtation: bombardment. tighter.
reconmnaissance. photographic. and troop carrier. Basic tasks of combat operations
included: Destroy hostile air torces: destroy existing bases: operate against hostile
land and seu torces: wage otfensive air wartfare against sources of enemy strength,
mihitary and cconomic: and operate as part of task forces in military operations,”
Until the close of the war. FM 100- 20 was the definitive War Department directive
on emploviment of air power in joint operations. Mosths, 1t defined the tenets of
unity of command in theaters of operations. The issue of umty of command in
theaters and in the various headquarters in Washington, entwined as it was with
roles and missions. would become a key issue during the postwar unification
struggle.

Anticipating Postwar Reorganization

Thus. although changes in the organization of the War Department and the
Army Air Forces had been made: and the importance of unity of command had
been recognized and at least in part acted upon: the global scope of this contflict.
with its concomitant organizational demands. forced military leaders to anticipate
even more sweeping changes once the war ended. General Marshall held strong
opimons on the subject of organization.

For the postwar period. he favored o single Department of Defense with
cocqual ground. air. and naval clements. In November 19430 Marshall had tor-
mally approved the basic idea of @ single department and referred it to the Joint
Chiets of Staft. “The Tack of real unity of command.™ his War Department
planners said. “has handicapped the successtal conduct of this war™ Unitied
command at top cchelons had been pursued by means of joint committees
coordinate Army and Navy policies. Given separate military departments. these
committees were perhaps the best solution possible during the war. But neither the
War Department nor the AAE conaidered them to be a completely satisfacton

“The Hight. the basie tactical umit. consisted of twoor mpore planes the squadron comprised three
or more thghts. the group was composed of thiee or more sguadtons. fwo o more wangs tonned anan
division: an arr command, which was both tactical and adnimisteative . nireh have disisions winges
groups. and service and auoliars units The groups made up of three or teur squadiens and sapporg
clements, was the basic A combat umt The vroup would vonsist ol 33705 phanes and from one
thousand 1o two thousand men Durmye the war retiectme the mtluence of the RAE the commuanid
hecame the mator entits tor coordination herween the g comunnder ard s croaps The wine senved
chietly for tactical control

3
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answer to a thorny problem.” The Wur Department argued that: Any system
which depends upon comnuttee action tor igh-fes e myatary decisions in time ot
stress s unsatistactory, as it lacks the quality of prompt and decisive action that
springs only from true unity of command.”™ ™ Both the War Department und the
Army Arr Forces wanted a single department headed by a strong administrator
with substantial powers at his command. Navy Department officials supported
improvemnent of the existing syvstem of coordination within the Joint Chiets ot
Staft.*

As mentioned. the War Department General Staff had been impressed by the
necessity for combined ground. air and sea operations whose success depended on
unity of command under & single commander. Moreover, as stressed in FM
100- 20, effective coordination must not only exist at the highest level. but down
through the command chain to task force commanders who directed torees of more
than one service. The United States had entered the war unprepared for large-scale
combined operations. Since the exigencies of war had forced the services nto
combined. coordinated operations. the single department concetvably could be the
answer in the postwar period. ™

“See Chapter 11

By Gen Laurence S Kuter
His experience with the Bnt-
ish i North Atrica led b to
advocate wiving prionty to the
estahinhment of wr superi-
ory moany tuture condliet
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PLANNING & ORGANIZING THIE POSTWAR AIR FORCY:

During the war, General Marshall had trequentiy said that the postwar
cnvironment would be austere. He recatled the chaos created by demobilization
atter the first World War and remembered that Congress in 1916 and ayain m 1920
had rejected the conceptof a large standing army. Soin November 1941, Marshall
had brought Brig. Gen. John McAuley Palmer out of retirement, at the age of 71, 10
be his personal adviser on organization and to serve as laison with the National
Guard.® Marshall and Palmer had served wogether with General Pershing,. M-
shall knew that Palmer. unlike some Regular Army men, believed that in wartime
the Army should be a citizen army. drawn from the reserves. Palmer advocated the
citizen army approach and i system of universal military trwining (UMT). Atter the
Japanese attack on Pearl Harbor, Palmier devoted nearly all of his time to postwar
planning. ™ While Marshall. Palmer. and Secretary of Wir Henry L. Stimson
strongly backed UM the Army staft opposed reliance on the citizen reserve
Army. Yet. as long as Marshall was Chiel of Staft. the War Department firmiy
supported UMT inits official positions and before the Congress. Marshall did not
believe that the public would go along with a postwar army larger than 275000
men. Set on having peacctime plans ready for congressional consideration, Mar-
shall in June 1942 formed a Post-War Planning Board to deal with the question of
organization. And in Aprit 1943, Marshallinstructed General Somervell to begina
study of demobilization planning. Somervell set up a Project Planning Division in
the Office of the Deputy Commanding General for Service Communds to recom-
mend an appropriate organization to supervise demobilization. Then in May the
War Department General Staft™s Special Planming Division (SPDy was ereated o
review postwar organization.

Too. War Department Circular 347 of August 1944, prepared by Palmer.
preseribed that in its postwar plans the War Department would adhere primarily to
a “professional peace establishment™ of trained militia - the National Guard and
Reserve forees. ™ This circular mirrored Marshall's view s, describing a temporar
standing army in the immediate postwar period. It detined the permanent military
establishment as those forees related to a later pertod “when the future world order
can be envisaged.”™ The peace establishment would be based upon i system ol
universal training. The large standing army organization. such as Hourtshed in
Germany and Japan. had no place in the United States. This country. with its
democratic heritage. required forees no larger than necessary o meet normal
peacctime needs. As viewed by General Marshall, the advantage of the smull
standing army was that its leadership could be drawn from the whole of society. ©
However, the Army statt generally favored a larger standing army than Marshall

“Fora constderation of Tohn Mo Auley Palmet, see Iving B Holles, le L General foln AL Palmer
Corcen Solders and the Xemy ot a Democracy, Wesiport, Greenwood Pres, 1982
For adetled rreatment of the views of Marshadland the Arms st see James I Hewes, I

Fromn Roed o Mo Namara Arves Oreancation and Admonastranon 1900 J9603 (OWashington, 1975, pp
IRV
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thought reahistic and it waus also known that Generad Dwaight 1D Eisenhower. to
become Armiy Chiet of Statt m November 19450 regarded Marshall's postwur
plunning tigures as inadequate. ™

According to War Department planners. austenty would reguire a determined
chimination of overlapping tunctions. For exampie. cconomy would demand
centrahized control of nulitary supphies in peacetime. ™ In late 1943 the planners
recommended that a single Department ot War should be headed by a Secetary of
War with tour Under Secrcetaries. organtzed into Ground Forees, Air Forees. and
Naval Forces. There would be a comman Supply Department. They also suggested
a Chief of Staft to the President. a post held during the war by Adm. William D.

Leahy. The Chiet of Staft would head @ General Statt composed of the Chiefs of

Staft of the three services tand the Chiet of Supplvi ™
The planners urged the War Department to propose through the Joint Chiets

10 the President the appointment of a commission. It would surveyv m detal the
Army and Navy estabiishments and make recommendations for efficient and
ceonamical operation under a single department.® This should be done when
consideration of such i proposal would not adversely affect the prosecution of the
war® Doing away with duphcation and the importance of crusading for economy
became recurrent War Department themes. Brig. Gen. William F Tompkins.
Marshall’s top postwar planner and Director. Special Planning Division. testified
in April 1944 to the House Sclect Commttee on Post-War Military Policy (Wood-
rum Committee):

We reafize that in the post-war era this Nation will be strugeling under the burden of 4

large pubhic debt and that while the Nation will require adequate national secunity iwwaill

also demand that measures tor this security be such as o provide for mavimum

cticieney and cconomy mn the chinimation of overlappig and duplication and compet -

tion botween agencies. ™

By 1945, with the war in it final stages. General Marshall (like General
Eisenhower) thought that the most meaningful lesson of the war was that uniticd
command had become a necessity. The way to assure unity of command was to
create a single Department of National Defense. This view had been espoused by
the War Department in April 1944 betore the Woodrum Committee. Since then.
Marshall had become more certain than ever that the single Department was the
best way to achieve unification. Defense problems were not susceptibie to solution
by independent action of cuach service. Duplication could be held o a minimum
and major cconomies realized by unification through standardizing pohcies and
proceduresin ticlds such as procurement, supply. and construction. ™ Maintenance
of a farge standing peacetime army would not he possible. The mihtary would rely
upon a systent ot universal military training. The postwar military establishment
would comprise the Regular Armyv. the National Guard. and the Organized

“In 1944 the Joint Chiets tormed o JCS Specid Committee tor Reorganization of Nanonal
Detense. In s April 1945 report the committee recommended @ single Depattment of Detense wath a
separate Air Force See Chapter [
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Reserve.™ The UMT system would furnish the trained manpower reserve. Mar-
shall’s concept was tor Reserve officers to train yvoung men in the UMT program.
Thus. a substantial Reserve Otticer Training Corps (ROTC) would be needed as
well as officer candidate schools.™

Both Marshall and Eisenhower supported a sepurate Air Force.® However.
because Eisenhower became Army Chiet of staft in November 1945, he would
carry the burden of the Army’s postwar leadership in advocating an independent
Air Force. General Eisenhower had become convinced that there should be an Air
Force coequal to the Army and Navy. He called this the principle of the “three-
legged stool.™ with cach leg equally important—Army. Navy and Air Force.
Eisenhower’s opinion was based upen his own experience as Supreme Commander
in Europe. where he had witnessed the effectiveness of air torces in both the
tactical and strategic roles. He was quick to remind people that the successful
invasion of the European continent would have been impossible without air
superiority. ™ Also, Eisenhower had enjoved an especially fine relationship with
his top airman, General Spaatz. and the Supreme Commander appreciated the vast
capabilities of air power under theater command.

Lt. Gen. Ira C. Eaker. who as AAF Deputy Commander was instrumental in
the planning and organizing of the postwar Air Force. observed that the relation-
ship betwen Eisenhower and Spaatz “undoubtedly was primary™ in the support
that General Eisenhower gave to the drive for air autonomy. ™' Eisenhower admired
Spaatz” quict competence. dedication to mission, and lovaity. Bevond question.
Eisenhower was now an advocate for air power. In addition. he firmly believed that
uniftcation was needed to ensure American security and to reduce the duplication

so prevalent during the war, Upon returning from Europe. Eisenhower told his statt

and commanders that he expected them to support the defense reorganization
program. including a separate Air Foree.
However, naval leaders thought otherwise. Betore the end of the war, the

Navy had taken a tirm position opposed to untfication (a single Department of
National Defense) and an independent Air Foree. James V. Forrestal. Secretary of

the Navy, Adm. Ernest J. King, Chiet of Naval Operations, and Adm. Wilham D.
Leahy, Chiet of Staif to President Roosevelt. argued that sufficient unity of
command had been secured during the war Evolution of the Joint Chiefs of Staft
self and creation of the various JCS committees. which allegedly fostered
coordination. rendered undesirahle what the Navy termed “revolutionary™
reorganization. In the various and increasingly frequent proposals tor unification
and a separate Air Force. naval leaders detected a distinct threat to the existence of
the Fleet Air Arm and the Marine Corps. The Navy likewise feared that eventually

*While duning the war Marshall generally submerged this view o the paramount goal of winming
the war, there is no doubt that he favored a separate Air Force coequalb tothe Army and Navsy See borrest
C Pogue, George C. Marshall: Organizer of Victors, 1945 1945 0Nesw York 19739 Chap IV Dmemo,
Faker to Wolk, Feb 31977
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decisions on naval weapons and naval atfairs would be made by offictals without
the requisite knowledge. or even worse by people who would not have the Navv's
best interests foremost in mind. To men like Forrestal, King. and Leahs, these
ssues were real and threatening. They were determined generally to preserve the
wartime organization.

General Arnold also held tirm views on postwar organization. He naturally
championed a separate Air Force coequal with the Army and Nuvy, He agreed with
Marshall on the need tor a military structure geared to unity of command. Both
men wanted to avoid the chaos that accompanied demobilization after World War |
In April 1943, Arnold had set up the Special Projects Office to evolve postwar plans
and to coordinate them with the War Department. And in July 1943, he had
directed Brig. Gen. Laurence S. Kuter. Assistant Chiet of Air Staff., Plans. to form
a Post War Division.® Whereas Marshall saw the need for universal military
training as opposed to a large standing army. Arnold promoted the idea of a
substantial Air Force in being that could swittly expand.

The question of a large postwar standing army versus the conceptof UMT had
not been contronted by the services during the ecarly part of the war. But as the
conflict reached the tinal phase. this matter naturally grew more active and
controversial.  In the spring of 19450 Arnold tackled this issue head-on. He
informed Marshall that UNT should nothe substitated toran M day foree i oo oan
adequate standing AirForee. Reserves simphy could not match combat units which
should be mstantly ready toremployvment Incase of war rapid expansion ol forees
should be anticipated and theretore a sizable standing traming estabhshment
would be aecded T Wath approval of the To-croup program e Auzust 19450 4
reduction tromy o {05 croup plan. the Teadershiip ot the Army A Forees would
staunchiy oppose the UNTE procoam. ultimately champroned by both General
Marshall and Presdent Hamy S Tiuman

Arnold had other matters on his mind remtoramy his resolve tomove ahead
with postwar plans and eventually to gam mdependence tor the Army i arme He
and the other AAE Teaders were products of what they considered to have been the
untultilied vears between the wars. They well remembered the burcaucratie and
orgamyational batties with the War Department and the stravedes m the Congress
as tohow mithtary air power should be organized. World Wan T gave these armen
the chance to show the potency of air power and o prove therr case tor sutonomy
The wir leaders made the most of their opportunity. A powet stratese - tactical
and support  vitally contributed. The road had been hard. and the AAE commuan
ders had tound 1t necessary hyrge doctrine and strategs when ther plans were

“See Chapter 1
See Perry McCon Snnth. The \p force Plans tor Peace 1wd 5 Jod> 2 Bafimore 19700 Soath
Brehe new sronied wath s msiehiial book . althoueh 1t should be cmphiasized it the JU0L0060 man
foute was bastcalh directed b the War Department rather than selected bthic At N borces
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not working In March 1945, for example. Map. Gen. Curtis o LeMas, command-
ing the XXI Bomber Commuand. was pressured by Arnold to achieve results
Realizing that hngh-attitude davhight bombing was not succeeding against Japan,
LeMay swatched o dow-alutude, mght incendiary bombing. The results were
Jdramatic.

Hlustrative ot his abiding taith in conventional bombardment torces, General
Arnold had opposed dropping the atomic bomb. believing it unneeded to end the
war " He thought that Japan would capitulute by October 1945 under the con-
ventional bombimg assault. bFor years air leaders had argued that air power could
deteuat nattons. Invasions were not required. The atomic bombs. Arnold wrote,
“did not cause the deteat of Lipan. however large a part they may have plaved in
assisting the Japanese decision to surrender”™ Japan fell. in his view, “hecause of
air attachs. both actual and potential, had made possible the destruction of their
capabihty and will tor turther resistance. .. Those L attacks had as a primary
objective the deteat of Japun without invasion.”™

Arrmen were convineed their weapon had proved to be the indispensable
instrument of modern wartare. Nonetheless. despite air power’s achievements in
the Buropean and Pacitic theaters, General Amold rematned apprehensive that this
impressive record had not been sufficiently recognized. " We were never able. ™ he
wrote Spaatz. to launch the tfull power of our bombing attack . . . The power of
those attacks would cerainly have convineed any doubting Thomases as to ihe
capabilities of & modern Air Force. I am afraid that from now on there will he
certamn people who will forget the part we have plaved.”™ Nevertheless, bevend a
doubt. the American public and press were in tact impressed by the contributions
of the Armiy Air Forees. The New York Timeys noted that “the place of air powet in
warpow s well recognized.”” The paper emphasized “just how great a part™
the AAE huad taken i victory,

Arnofd was also haunted by the tact that the United States had not been
prepared tor war: Victory had not come casily:

As anation we were not prepared tor Wortd Mae il we waon the war, but ats: e

contn hnvess human suttermy . and matenel and at tioes the maeem of winting was

narrow History dlone can reveal how many turning poimnts there were how mans tmes

we were near tostge . and how our enemes” mistakes often putled os through Tithe lush

ot victors sorme Bike o target these unpalatable truths
He was determined to do all he could to make certain that the Air Foree would not
agan be caught unprepared. Long before the war ended. Ammold started to plan tor
the tuture. He called upon Dr: Theodore von Karman. the scientist. They had been
clone triends since the early 1930s when Arnold commanded March Field and von
Karman headed the California Institute of Technology s rocket rescarch project. In
1940, von Karman was appointed a part-tme consultant to Arnold and a special
adviser ut Wright Field. Whenever Arnold aceded help with a ditticult sciennfic
problem. he otten requested von Karman's advice.

In November 19440 Arpold asked von Karman to form a scientific group o

R
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Screntitie advisor Do The
odore von Karman led the
planming of 4 long-runge re
search and development pro
gram tor the Arms Arr Forees

chart a fong-range research and development program for the Air Force. [ am
anxious.” Arnold wrote von Karman.
that the A Forces post war and next war rescarch and deselopment programs be placed
on i sound and continuing basis. These programs should be well thought out and contam
fong range thinking. They should guarantee the securits of our nation and serve as o
puide for the next 10-20 years.™
In November. General Arnold formally established the AAF Scientitic Ad-
visory Group to create a long-range research and development program. The
group’s report. Toward New Horizons (33 volumes). was given to Arnold on
December 15,1945, Von Karman's introductory volume attempted to churt the Air
Force's future research and development requirements and to make recommend-
ations as to the organization of research and development.™ The report was
distributed to the Air Staif in January 1946, Arnold calling it the first of its kind
ever published. So before being succeeded by Spaatz in February 1946, Arnold
warned that the Army Air Forces must stress plans for the future. The country
needed to rely on technology rather than manpower. “The weapons ot today. ™ he
admonished. “are the museum picces of tomorrow.”™
General Spaatz. who had commanded the Strategic Air Forees, had no doabn
about strategic air power's effectiveness and its future role In this view. he
generally had wide support from the public and the press. The New York Times,

40
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noting the Army A Forees” record in the war and the existence of the atomic
bomb. observed editonally that ““the era of continental bombing s with us ™
Spaatz thought that the major lesson of the war was that prolonged ground wars of
attrition could now be relegated to the past. Other airmen of course shared this
view, outstanding among them bemng Marshal of the Roval A Foree. the Viscoun
Trenchard. who in World War | had created the Independent Air Foree. He posnted
up the difference between the two world wars. The tirst World War featured the
stalemate of trench wartare. InTrenchard s thinking . the relatively lower casualties
of the western democracies 1n the second World War were chietly due to the impact
of wir power. What he termed this war of “movement and mancuver™ signaled u
tundamental change in the nature of warfare.”’

To Spaats strategic air power was the Keyv: 7 Strategic bombing 1s thus the first
war mstrument ot history capable of” stopping the heart mechanism of 4 great
industrialized enemy. It paralyzes his military power at the core.”™™ Spaatz said the
concept of strategic wartire was to shorten the contlict by striking directly at the
enemy’s industrial. cconomic. and communicattons organizations.”” The pro-
totype of a postwar force with such a mission was the Twentieth Air Foree. which
had pressed the B-29 strategic bombing campaign against Japan.® This force
should be closely controlled. under command of the Commuanding General. Army
Air Forces, and should operate directly under the Joint Chiefs of Staft. as had the
Twenticth Air Foree.

The United States had come out of the war as the most poverful nation i the
world. possessor of the atomic bomb. Even before the atomic bombs were dropped
on Japan and the war ended. Army Air Forees leaders adhered to the beliet later
voiced publicly by Assistant Secretary of War for Air Stuart Symington: ““To ever
relegate strategic air again to a secondary position under the Army would he to
nsure the failure of adequate national defense.”” This was self-evident. he said. to
“anyone who has no axe to grind.”

In June 19450 My Gen. Laurence S. Kuter--from his post as Deputy
Communding General of the AAF Pacific Ocean Arcas wrote Arnold to stress
the importance of having the Strategic Air Forces recognized as on the “same
level™ with the Armiy and the Novy. In General Kuter's view, the Joint Chiefs of
Statt had in tact made @ gesture ™ towards the AAF by establishing the Twentieth
Arr Force under the direct control of the Commanding General. Army Air Forces.
What was now required. according to Kuter, was complete logistical and admin-
strative autnonty for the Strategic Air Forees. Administrative control meant the
Strategic Air Commander could make his personnel requirements known directly
to the War Department. As things now stood. torexample . such requirements were
sereened i the Pacitic by General MacArthur Logrstical control was exercised by
the JOS und the best that Kuter could hope for here was that the Commanding

*See Herman S Waolks “the B 290 the A Bomb. and the Japanese Surrender.™ Ve Fore
Mavacine  February |078
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General, US . Army Strategic Air Forees, be given equal representation with the
Commander in Chiet. Army Forces in the Pacitic and the Commander i Chiet.
acitic Command (CinCAFPAC and CinCPAC). What Kuter emphasized to Arnold
was that the postwar Strategic Air Foree should be completely independent of the
Wiur Department and the JCS and shou'd be under the total authonity of the
Commanding General of the Air Force.

The airmen were now agreed that an air power revolution had been consum-
mated. World War Il had been the costhiest war in men and materie! tn the history of
the United States. Air feaders avowed that air power had been established as
decisive in modern warfare Scientitic reports, such as von Karman's. forecast an
increasingly destructive role for air power in future conflicts. Not only wus the
atomic bomb a harbinger of potentially an even more destructive war, but scientists
alluded to the future development of guided missiles and rockets equipped with
atomic warheads. Nonetheless. for the present the long-runge bomber remained
the most effective carrier of the atomic weapon. Another of the wur's lessons
stressed by the AAE was that modern wars almost always began with air offensives
and counterotfensives. Future contlicts would be decided in the air not by mauss
armics on the ground. nor by naval torces on the high scas.

Army Air Forces leaders believed that a future war would start inevitably with
an air oftensive against the United States. perhaps over the so-called polar frontier.
They claimed that the best way to prevent such an attack was 1o maintain an Air
Force in being strong enough to deter the potential enemy trom launching one. The
Air Force. not the Navy, was the first line of defense. As Lt Gen. James H.
Doolittle stressed to Eaker:

Itis obvious the Navy s aware that the caputal ship s notthe “First Line of Detense™ ot

the tuture and. in order to maintain its prestige, s determined to retan and augnent its
air arm and ground component

Itis alsoapparent that the Nas v tears an astonomous Aar Foree which would absorb
the Navy N land-based avistion. and particudarty tears a Siagle Department of Natonal
Detense which would apportion the drastically reduced detense appropriations between
the services, according to therr value and importance 1o National Secunny
The atrmen contended that the nation’s satety hinged upon having an independent
Air Force coequal with the Army and Navy. Jowas to this task that they dedicated
themselves.

44




Chapter 11

Planning for 70 Groups

Iwovears of planning m the Air Scatt hase resalted in
the tiem conviction that the 70 Group Air Foree
twhich excluding overhead for tramming cnviban come-
ponents. has been squeeszed into g 400,000 teptative
Troop Basisiis the bedrock nunimum with which the
Atr Force can accomplish 1ty peacetime mission

Brig. Gen: Glen O Jamison,
Army Aur Forces Member,
Special War Depuartment
Committee on Permanent
Military fastabbishment,
November [945

Farlyv Postwar Plunning

In 1943, Army Air Forces’ Headguarters began concerted postwar planning.
Between 1943-46. this activity involved a number of oftices and sections and was
primanly concerned with three kinds of planning: Force level and deplovment
planning. eventuallv culminating in August 1945 with establishment of the 70-
group objective: legislative planning tor a single department of national defense
and an independent Air Force: and planning to organize Air Force Headquarters
and the major commands. Postwar planners from several offices worked on these
programs concurrently; indeed. the work was interlocking. the toree planning. for
example. impacting upon plans for a separate Air Force and for organizing the
major commands. kspecially at the higher echelons. planners worked simul-
tancously on more than one program. This work was immensely complex. fre-
quently tentative, and influenced by the diverse views of the planners as well as by
unforcseen events. The difficulty of this planning was heightened in {945-46 by
the rush of events-—the end of the war and the concomitant beginning of the atomic
cra and the need for speed in resolving the major planning issues. Although
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considerable postwar plunning had been gecomplhished i 1943 440 same of o
aftimatedy had 1o be discarded as anreadistic because of anticipated postwae
austerity Alsol atter the wars the contluence of nassive demobilization and the
reguirement to plan the ANE < toree i consonance wath War Departiment projec-
tons made the planners” taisk even more comphicated

Av mentioned . these Aoy A Forces plans were subject to War Departiment
serutiny. Both the AAE and the War Department bad themr own posowar planning
sections. Although uittmatels hason usualiy existed between these sections, dratt
phans were sometimes published independently and thus at niest there was not
alwass agreat deal of compatibthty between them: For example. the War Depart
mient several tmes ordered the AAE to scale down sts foree structore recommend-
ations, Sometrmes contradictions could be worked outat hueher cohelons, and m
the mostimportant cases 1itwoudd be dettto Generals Marshalband Arnold wosertle
the ditterences

Thus. the character and substance of postowio plannig m the War Department
and the Army Aur Forces were influenced by vanied assamptions and oprions not
ahwavs i harmony Ingramed attitudes had been ramntorced by experience S
phsticaliv. these dittenny wintades were best exempliied by Marshatl and Armold
Naturally. divergent wdeas and conclusions were also apparent between the Wi
Department General Statt and the A Statt Fiad by, the march of exents frequentiy
influenced the planners owavs they could not have foreseen

The Army Aar Forces” magor goal i the postwar pertod was to establish an
independent Air Force: Other hoy considerations, such as toree planmme . had to be
Judged on thew relatian tathe ebrectne of aseparate D Force: Postwas planning
ot organtzation and torces was also primanly based upon the lessons ot the war as
seen by the wirmen. and onevpected occupation responsibiiities General Arnold
was deternuned that the wir arm cain autonomy and he reabized the necessity o
wartime plannimg towards thisend Consequenthy, he gave hueh prionty o detaled
plans for orgamzation. torce structare. and deployment of the postwar Ay Foree
Maorcover, the intense interest of Congress m postwat nulitary orsunizaion (re-
flected. tor example. e the Woodrum Commtiee hearmyg ot 19344 put additional
prossure on the AAE to produce postwar plans The Avms A Forees required tirm
posttions on postwar organtzation and structure 1o present to the War Departiment
and Congress. and to cosure an depeandent Air bForee

In 1943 Army Chiet of Statt General George C Marshall had directed the
War Department to begm detanled . sustamed. postwar planning - General Arnold
created two ottices e the Aar Stadt to do most ot the AAES postwar planniy . He
tormed the Speaiad Projects Ottice under Coll B Trubee Davison i Apnif 1943 1o
coordmate planning with the War Department. In July 1943 Brig. Gen . L aarence
SoRuter Assistant Choet of Air Statt, Plans . established a Post War Division under
Brg. Gen Prerpont Mo Hamlton o Howevers Hanulton headed the Post War
Division tor only atew months, Hhis successor. Coll Reuben C Maottat, senved

SHoamlton had swan o Medad of Honog tor heroran meactuion i Notth Moca i November (9007
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this position throughout the war - Byventually, as the Speaiad Projects Ottice
became mereasinghy ivolved with demobihizanon phins, the Post War Division
assumed the bulk of postwar toree plinmng - In addinon o the planoers working
under Davison and Kutero Arnold’s personal statt. valled the Advisors Counail,
actively engaged in postwar planning during 1942 440 Among the members
vartous times were ColssJacob B Smart. Fred M. Dean. Emmett O Donnel) . e
Charles P Cabelll and Lauris Norstad,

The Advisory Councit. tormed by Arnold iy March 1942 consisted of several
carctully chosen ofticers. reporting durectly 1o the Commanding General AAL
They were General Arnold™s idea men, and as such they had no specitied assien-
ments. Arnold. at tmes uncomiportable with his Targe A Statt (el free to el
upon members of the counci] tor adeas and suggestions.

Actuadlye as carly as Aprnl 1943, Brig, Gen. Orvil AL Anderson, Assistant
Chict ot the Air Statt tor Operational Plans. had attorded perhups the tustdetarfed
view of Aur Statt postwar thinking . Hhis work. A Study to Deternune the Ming-
mun A Power the Unted States Should Have at the Conclusion of the War in
Furope. dated Apnt 1930 Concentrated upon o recommendation for the propar
AAE structure st Germany s sarrender The study did not iy 1o deseribe o
complete pestae s VAL i terms of peesonnel . planes, and deploviment.

SANhtare o weote General Anderson. are qustihied only as aoneces:
saty micans o peplomenting national policies tor the accomplhishiment of national
objectives T Heprotrad TS postwar objecthives as avordanee of chaosin Furope:
restoration of sovereren riehits and solt-covernment to those foreetully deprnved of
them creation of Western Hemsphere sohidarty and security under United States
feadership, assurance of permanent world peace and o stabilized world cconomy
through use o an mternational ity torees and an orderly transition trom
wartime to peacetime ol the indostrial organization of the United States and the
world.” According to Anderson, Amencan influence would depend upon mibitar
strength. the extent toowhich the TS0 shared in the control of formerly Axis arcas,
and the contribution the United States could make 1o the war-torn countries of
Furope.

Upon Germany's surrender. the United States should be prepared to contrib-
ute the principal portion of the wir component (chicliy bombersi ot the United
Nations™ foree. His idea was o oftset Soviet ground forces by what he termed
prepond srant uir strength.” The Soviets” postwar objectives. he emphasized . were
as vet unknown,

After the war in Burope. General Anderson proposed there should be an AAE
air strength of 6,000 heavy hombers. 4,000 medium and hight hombers. 7000

Nottat attended Cornedi Unversity tor three vears durimg World War T He then enbisted i the
Armscand became s fiver A eraduate o the A Corps Tactcal Schootand the Command and Gl
Sttt Schoot at Fort Teavenwaorth, Mattae woas serious iy hartm an arorad tacadent carfs o the e and
never returned to vy statas

T Jape 1940 thas othiee became hnown as the Nsostant Cloet ot N Statt, Plans
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frehiters . and 700 careo cratt He noted that a powertal an oftensive was the niost
practicable means to win the war m Furope and the Pacitic s wath a mummiun Toss o)
hie

Wathin the War Department. the Operations Division and the Special Plan
mie Dinvasion ok over demobithization and postwar orgamzational planmng. 1
Marc W s direction, the War Department™s Specia) Planmng Division an the
sumnier of 1943 developed aotentative outhne of o permanent mihtary estabhish-
ment - his outhine swas sent 1o General Marshall i October 1943 My, Gen,
Thomas 1 Handy, Chiet ol 0 Mo Depurtment’s Operations Division, hud
remarhed that this plan would not

prosade svpeditionars of task torces lor prompt affa s any part of the wanldan
onder o crush o the very beamnines o Lw fess ager M conperation with athier
DU IOVEBE Dalions Torcrush the vory begtnngs ot LTI NON TS o

force e by nat o potentnal one

Marshall's written reply to this was that tormation of o substantial ground expedi-
nonary torce would be impractical. Having ar power.” he observed. will be the
gquichestremeds 7 Haundy noted that the tentative outhine seemed to have taken the
view ol the Ground Forees:

Mthough it e be convidered that the outhue covors e b oaces as well as Cooed

Forces: b behieve the Arimn shoudd be divided mte those e catorones and convered

ser it e therr problems paeticalat Iy s B reserve s e and vaapiient e

nesonneal
Maroroii agreed with Handy's comment

Based on the Speaial Planning Divraon'™s outhine tand NMarshadl's reactuion o
10, General Arnold. on November 8, 1943 requested Kuter to prepare astudy on
the organization and composiion of the postwar air foree. This prehinunany study
submitted to the Chiet of A Statt on November 130 proposed an M day thistday
ol mebilizaton) toree ot 105 groups deploved i five A borces echunged tosivm
Decemberi Tt assumed that titty percent of the active duty Mdiy toree should
consint ot protessional soldiers and carcer officers and ey percent universald
service enfisted personnel and short-term othicers. A December 1943 revivion o
the peclimmnary study dehineated troop requirements of 3300000 ofticers and

cubisted men tor w toree of 103 combat groups:”

Vluanen Facitn [N TRV Y
Ficrepe an Fos Foase et o, [t
L A Heas s Iyl s N 40
Boon s o | .
B 1ot 3l X} } 4
[ 1 s t 13
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Frowa € et _ I,, n _ ,4, t
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“Crere tab Arnold appomted Col B Trubee Dinson st adveser o the Diredtorn Specal Plavune
o agog
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Brig Gen. Orvie A Anderson
prepared a detanted study on
the degree of air ~strength
needed to ensure peace i the
postwar period

Army Chiet ot Statt M
shalb- the impetus tor post
war planning in the AAb
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Drawing on Kuters study. the Army Air Forces torwarded to the War
Department in February 1944 the first teatative plan tor @ postwar Aur Foree.
Known as Imtial Postwar A Force T APWAL- 1. this plan was influenced by
Handv's guidance that an estimate of the interim torces tArmy) six months after
Japan's deteat und cighteen months after Germany's defeat would be about
L.371.000 with 105 wir groups. The Army Air Forces IPWAFE 1 comprised one
mithon men twith an additional million 10 an Organized Air Reserve) m 105 wir
groups. distributed the same as above. according to aireraft type.

Approved by Arnold on February 5. 1944 IPWAF-1 was portraved by Kuter
as recommending a large foree “according to former peacetime standards, and
large in proportion to the conventional coneepts of ground forces and naval
establishments, but it is what we foresee will be needed to keep us outof i new war
during the initial period of peace.”™ As Kuter admitted. AAF planners pad no
attention to cost because in their view the alternative eventually nught well be
another war™ In other words. the planners proceeded on the assumption of
proposing whatever they thought necessary to avord tuture hostilities.

However, the War Department requested @ more modest and less expensive
plan based on a new outline for a permanent military establishment with «
peacetime Air Foree ceiling of 700,000 men and o 900.G00-man Air Reserve. This
seccond AAF plan, PWAFE 2. envisioned a postwar Air Force of 635.000 (75
groups). contingent upon the existence of an international security organtzation to
regulate world armaments. According to Kuter. it was presumied that such a world
organization would be functioning at some unspecitied future date. Only at that
time could the final step be taken in progressive demobihization from war strength
to complete peacetime status. Thus. o this carly plan the Army Air Forees relied
heavily upon the assumed policing powers of a4 world sccunty organization. The
Special Planning Division accepted this condition as a planning prenmise and the
75-group plan was mncorporated info the War Department's postwar troop bass
1.7 million men—of August 11, 19447 Kuter commented that both these plans
were predicated upon “continued standards of quality. Air Foree autonomy within
a single Department of National Defense. universal military training and tegra-
tion into the Air Foree of the ASWAAEs (Arms and Services with Army Aar
Forces) and anti-atreraft artillery.”"”

Mecanwhile. even though postwar planning Gincluding demobilization and
redeployment plans) remained @ major function of both the Special Projects Othee
and the Post War Division, the Air Staff recognized the duplication and jurisdic-
tional probiems latent in this split responsibility. The Assistant Chief of Air Statt.
Operations, Commitments. and Requirements also frequentiy contributed to post-
war planning. And. as noted. General Arnold’s Advisory Council likewise took
part. Further, duplication abounded between the several offices tn the Air Statt
involved in the AAF'S operational planning.

In September 1944, Brig. Gen. Byron E. Gates. the AAF < Chief of Manage-
ment Control. proposed to Lt. Gen. Barney M. Giles, Deputy Commander, AAF,
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and Chiet of Air Statt. that these detects be corrected by creating what Gutes
termed an “AAF OPD 7 Gates™ idea was to form a single AAF qgency above the
level of the Assistant Chiefs of Air Stafi to correspand to the War Department
General Staft™s Operational Plans Division. Gates stressed that this would correct.
among other things. the overfap in fogistical and personnel planning. Logistical
planning and the determination of total personnel requirements should be trans-
ferred to the office charged with operational planning. Gates suggested naming
this new activity the Operational Plans Office. It would be directly under a Deputy
Chict of Air Staff.”

Al the same time. Gates suggested formation of a Special Plans Office to
handle postwar civil aviation and demobifization planning. This office would
parallel the War Department’s Special Planning Division and would take over the
duties performed by the AAE'S Special Projects Otfice under Das ison. Gates said
this entire concept assumed that the Air Staff office responsible tor tighting the war
need not and should not be responsible for developing postwar plans. and tha
normal statt coordination would hink the two functions. When the hostilities were
over, the two functions would join in an office similar to the War Plans Division.
Giles und Arnold did not approve Gates™ plan, preferring the present organization.
They thought that the basic functional division, despite duplication. still served the
AAES myjor purposes as well as any other recommended organization. Arnold
had previously made clear that he considered the Office of the Assistant Chict of
Air Statt, Plans. as the primary planning agency in the A Staft. The Special
Projects Office would continue to be the point of contact with the War Depart-
ment’s Special Planning Division.

Muarshall Orders a Resurvey

In December 19440 General Marshall decided that the cost of this Army ta
total of 4.5 milhion troops with reserves) was prohibitive. and a toree of this size
would be impossible to attain by voluntary enlistments in peacetime. He direeted
creation of a committee to resurvey T postwar planning and to come up with a new
troop hasis, contingent in his view on a more realistic opinton ot what Congress
and the citizenry would support. The Army Chiet of Statt ordered that this re-
survey be based upon a Universal Military Training program. which he deemed
absolutely vital to the success of any postwar military program. General Handy,
acting on Marshall's gudance, had the Special Planning Divis'on make UMT a
hasic assumption. No mention was made of an international security
orgamzation.”

The resurvey committee adopted these wdeas in the " War Department Baswe
Plan tor the Post-War Mihitary Establishment.” approved by General Marshall on
Muarch 13,1945, This plan defined the postwar establishment as that organization

St
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Thomay T Handy. one o
General Marshall's chiet post-
war planners, as o lieatenant
general

to be in existence with the return to peacetime. The document was not meant to
describe the requirements of the period of transition from war to peace. While
agreeing that the United States needed adequate military forces. the War Depart-
ment planners insisted that such adequacy would hinge upon the character of the
postwar world. They could not foresee what postwar international obligations the
United States would have to meet. This plan stated that the postwar military
establishment would maintain the security of the continental United States during
the initial phases of mobilization, support international obligations. defend strate-
gic bases, and. when required. expand rapidly to full mobilization.'

Central to the War Department’s plan for a postwar establishment was
Marshall’s familiar and oft-repeated concept of 4 “protessional peace establish-
ment.” This meant a military structure no larger than necessary to meet normal
peacetime requirements. to be reinforced promptly during an emergency by units
from a citizen Army Reserve. The plan emphasized that the War Department
would support a Universal Military Training Act toanstitute the principle that every
able-bodied American™ 1s subject to military training. and to furnish a reservoir
of trained Reserves.” The Wiur Department included a section. "Post-War Rela-
tionship Among the Principal Nations™ Its major assumptions embraced the
creation of an international organization. controlled by the major powers, to keep
the peace and to control armaments. There were to be major power spheres ot
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influence. cach power to control its own strategie wrea ~ The character of tature
conflict was desenbed in these terms:
the actual attack wall be Laonched upon the United States without any declaration of wat
that the attack will represent an all out ctiort an the part of the enemy, that the war wall
develop mto qotal war that the U neted States will he the imtal obiective of aggressons
insuch awar and wall have no magor alfies tor at feast IS months Howeverar widt be
turther assumed that the U nned States wall have copnizance of the possibility of wa for
at least one vear and during this vear preparators measures will be imaugurated
The War Department’s basie plan presumed that Congress would enact
UMT program whereby voung men would serve in the Reserves tor a reasonable
tme atter being trined. The plan also supposed that after M-day the militany
establishment could guickly expand to 4.500.000 troops. " Generad Marshall's
advocaey of universal traming was rooted in his philosophy and experience. The
practice and tradinion of democracy signified that the people of the United States
would not support a Lurge standing peacctime army. Nations ke Germany and
Japun maintained huge peacetime forces. Such a practice produced formdable
muilitary strength. but the Army Chiet believed 1t would not be olerated by
members of o democratic state. Here at home a large peacetime force would he
looked upon as athreat to our democratic foundations. Marshall further argued thit
the inevituble postwar stushing of the budget by the Congress, under pressure trom
the public. would thrust cconomy on the military services. Military torees would
he reduced Austenity would be imposed. This happened atter World War 1 and
Marshall was absolutely certan that this cvele would be repeated.
Hence a ssstem ot Enversal Mibtary Trainng would be required:
A allonr ereat wars have been toaghtm he mam by Qtizen armies the proposgi for an
orgamyzad citizen Ay reserve i tiie 0 pegce s meredy d proposal tor perteciing
transite nud national institution o meet modern requireients which ne longer permit
extemponiZzation after the outbreak o wa
Accordimg to this view. an i ensis the atizen Reserve vould be switth mobilized
Thus - one adviantage of UMT would be an Army not composed exclusivels of the
professional military class. The War Department expected the Congress to he
reeeptine to this point
Marchall and May Gen. Willim F Tompkins . Director of the War Depart-
ment's Speaiad Planning Divivion, envistoned that sometimie between the ages of
seventeen and twenty, vouths would enter the UMT progran. Duaring this trasmimny.
they would not he part of the armed torces. Atterwards, they could only be called
up tor service during a national emergeney declared by Congress. Registration.
evamination. and selection of trainees would be administered by civilian agencios

The trammimg atselfs given by the mulitary services. would last one vear Afer

completion, tramees would become members of the Reserves for tive vears or

Slomphins was Arnold’s Cssmate 1929 e the Commiand and General Start School Lo
I eamvenworth. Kans
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could enhist in one of the Regular muhitary seisces, the National Guard or the
Organized Reserve. = The Army Chiel and some of his WDGS planners had Litle
doubt that UMT would prove populiar with Congress as an alternative o large
standing torces. They fully counted ona UMY program being enacted. Asaresult.
the War Department did not immediately draw detinitive. detaled plans based
upon UMT'S possible faifure.

In carly 1945 the preliminary report of the War Department’s resurvey
committee recommended a postwar troop basis containtng i small. tohen Air
Force-—only 16 groups. Handy approved the report as a basis tor addiional
planning: General Marshall noted this without formalty approving the report
himself. As a planning factor. the committee wsed an estmate from sarious
ceonomists that just $2 billion would be available annually for defense. While the
committee later used a $3 billion figure as the maximum wvailable also tor funding
UMT). it funded merely $1.1 billion for the Regular Army of 135,000 and an Air
Force of 120,000 men. cnough for only 16 air groups. ™

AAF Protests Resurves

As would be expected. Headquarters Army Air Forees strongly disapproved
of the resurvey committees report. The AAE charged that the report’s authors had
failed to wergh the task to be performed: had not considered phased reduction in
the size of the postwar Army in line with probable world developments and the
domestic situation: and in addition had not provided for alternate plans to mect
various possible major contingencies. Kuater suggested to Arnold that UMT mght
weaken the Regular, standing torees:

Assunung o hmited peacetime appropriation tor aviation i oo great g proportion of the
total cttort s devated to building up areserse of trined personnel then 1t mas
be that the resulting regutar estabhishment will be tound i a sudden emergencs to be toa
small to present asertous set-back betore the reserve components can be sug-
cessstully mobihzed and brought mto action

In January 1945, General Giles, AAF Deputy Commander, and Chiet of Air
Statt. had reacted to the survey, based on a draft paper written by Colonel Mottt
head of the Post War Division. Giles informed General Tompkins, Director.
Special Planning Division. that the postwar Army s size should not be grounded in
an estimate of the peacctime national budget tassuming UMT and o balanced
budget). Ruther. the military should first set forth their muinimum needs and then
Congress should arrive at the budget. The AAE could not agree. Giles asserted.
that planning predicated on limiated men and tunds was realsste it such plans failed
to recognize the reguirements of national detense. ™ Mottat had noted in his dratt
that there were known national comnutiments tor defense. both of the Western
Hemisphere and American mterests m the Pacific. These dictated the minimum
requirements for the peacetime Regular nfitary estabhishment, when approached
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with an appreciation of possible developments in the world's mihtary and political
situation.

An Air Foree of 16 groups. Grles averred. would be incompatible with the War
Department’s UMT program to train 200,000 enlisted Reserves annually in the
Army Air Forces. It would take additional groups to train the Reserve toree.
Eighteen months was needed to train a pilot tor an operational squadron. And more
training would be required for a Reserve otficer pilot. for assignment in an
emergency without further trainming. Morcover, Giles contended that an Air Force
ol 16 groups could not carry out its mission. He was likewise disturbed by the
assumption that in the future the Navy would need a larger share of military funds
than the Army. The size of the Air Foree should not be tied to a split. “however
generous. of the Army’s traditional short end of the peacetime detense
appropriations.”™"

General Giles recommended that before plans were drawn for the peacetime
military establishment a political and military estimate should be prepared. so that
the War Bepartment could ascertain its minimum peacetime requiremients and then
draw up an appropriate plan. Such a plan should include torces ample for an Air
Force to maintain peace by being prepared for action against a first strike by a
potential enemy. and to repel attacks over a longer penod while forees were
mobilized and deployed. ™

The 16-group proposal also aroused General Arnolds ire. The AAF Com-
mander thought that the time had arrived to take his case directly and forcetully to
General Marshall. As he saw itc UMT was becoming a threat to the necessity of
maintaining an Air Force sufficient in numbers and overall strength to perform its
mission. “There exists.” Arnold said.

a clear and inescapable requirement that a reatistic basis for plannimyg the post-war A

Farce be tound and agreed upon Atthis moment we can do no more than set up a

schedule of progressise demaobiization based an detimte phases which can be foreseen

But we should not do less
He told Marshall that the peacetime Air Forees should be able to suppport a quality
M-day task force---mobile. effective. and capable of rapid expansion. Sisteen
groups wolld not be nearly enough. seeing that the President had approved a Joint
Chiets” proposal to build a network of bases for henuspheric defense. now heing
negotiated by the State Department. It was contradictory to plan such i systent of
bases without an adeqguate torce to protect them. To Arnold. national defense and
hemispheric defense were synonomous. This 16-group proposal. Arnold charged.
“would amount to virtual disarmament in air strength.” An Aar Foree so small
would be merely a token foree, aceeptable under world conditions which scemed
highly improbable. "

The AAF Commuander next turned to a point that had greatly troubled i and
General Giles- -the potential substitution of UNT for the M day force. Arnold
avowed that Reserve elements could not be equated with Regular combat uniis
ready tor M-dav employment. Training was the critical tuctor. fn the event of war,

o
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the need 1o guck oxvpansion of totees would demand o substantidd traoming
ostabhishment tooreads arcrew s and operational units EATE should not he e

varded as the o wroredient i the omhitary strocture

Pt ae e . ' AT G et rse alta botas k!t thog
Wabo e Pt e e ctadual meehsation Char vhborate sobrnzabiod paae.
ot e et N P cood TH bt ooy insolat o U sappie et ey
AT e e e s s He Canondy b spanntamed at the CAPCTNe ol s
Steal o pottor b the peacctune tevudar cstablishiment that the sealable M das foa

Wikt Be anable oo orevept oat gritck onverthrow betare the sanon can be mobilized then

stiversalanrary oy walldeteat s purpose
It owar came the Umited States could well be the target of o surprise attach.
Consequenthy. there aight be too httle time to nobihize Trinned Reserves nught
never have a chance to enter the battle: The way to prevent such a tailure . Arnold
stressed. was to counteract 1t at onee with superior air power. An Agr Foree of 16
groups would be insutticient (o tran the 200,000 wrmen cach vear. desired by the
War Department under the UMT program Aurcrew traming was geared to the
aumber of umits i the standing A Foree

The Aar Force had to be tully trined. ready o react inan emergencey.
Reparding the dunger of o large peacctime foree 1o the nabon’s economy and
democratic tradition. t was judged secondary to w prase external threat to the
country. Arnold. like Giles. noted that it took cighteen months to trum aindividuals
plus another vear's expenence i g tactical squadron: thus these men could not be
cxpected to be etfective upon mobihizanon. Reserve umits could not e deemed
equivalent to an M day force. The AAE i noway aceepted UMT as an alternative
to a sohid group program. There was no choiee in the AAE S view between a large
Regular foree. ready to act imtanthv, and a much smaller torce buttressed by
UMT. " General Arnold™s opposition to umiversal trimnmge. stated directhy 1o
Marshall. marked a significant departure. This was the hirst time that Arnold had
presented his detatled case agamst rehance on UMT in wniting 1o the Army Chiet
of Staff. This reluctance had obviously been due to General Marshall's strong,
long-time support for AAF autonomy. Also. of great importance i Muarch {945,
operations in both the European and Pactfic theaters were entermg entical phases
that lent emphasis to postwar planning in Washington. Arnold, acutely sensitnve to
the connection between operations - especially the mmpact of magor i cam-
paigns—and postwar plans. felt this was the time to raise the cructad UM 1ssue
with Marshall. Put siruply. the AAF percernved UMT as endangerimg its plans tor a
farge standing Air Foree. *

At War Department direction the AAE would co on plunning tor UMT an
addition to 70 groups) over the next several vears. But i 1945 1t was already

*In September 1944 Arnold had told the American Legion convention in Chicago that the nuhitary
required traned men prior to the outbreak of war The way to accomphish this he saird. was 1o aceept
“the policy of universal timning We may notafwas s ave tane to prepare ™ cbveerpt irom address
by Amold to Amencan Legion Natonal Convention, Chicage, Sep 181934 inGen H H Armold
Collection. Box 35 Post War Plannming Folder, 1O
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becoming clear in the Congress that. given the proven wartime poteney of ar
forces. the AAERS opposition was going to make passage of & UMT program much
more difficult than Marshall and the War Department planners had foreseen.
Arnold argued that should UMT be the only plan presented to Congress by the
War Department, then »people may well {ook to the Navy to provide total security
in the air as already advocated by many Navy enthustasts.”” He could not imagine
that the War Depurtment would propose or condone & policy which nught lead to
the Navy's providing the M—day air force. Amold suggested that the Army
ascertain the composition being planned for naval aviation and what assumptions
should be jointly agreed upon tor naval aviation's peacetime mission. Arnold
recommended an outline plan to serve as a model tor demobilization of the armed
forces. It specified three phases of air strength. in the first phase. betore the defeat
of Japan. the Army Air Forces would need 215 air groups with 14,092 tactical
aircratt. The second phase (Initial Postwar Air Force). after the defeat of Japan but
prior to creating an effective World Sceurity Orgamization, would demand no
fewer than {05 groups and 7,296 wircraft. Phase HI. distinguished by an effective
world organization, would require 75 groups with 4,233 wircraft. Arnold con-
cluded that the War Department should accept his demobilization plan in succes-
sive phases as 4 model and should evolve a program around his premises. ™

The War Department and UMT

In May 19450 Army Deputy Chiet of Statf Handy resporded to General
Arnold. The reply  -based upon opinions from Tompkins Special Planning Divi-
ston as well as the Operations Division— - was for the most part a restatement
mirroring Marshall’s view of what the public would likelyv support in the postwar
milieu. Handy agreed with Arnold that planning should embody a progressive
demobihzation with reduction only as justitied by world events. Once this inttial
postwar perniod had ended. Handy echoed Marshall's long-held view that the
muhitary would then tace a situation simitlar to post-World War 1. This meant
austerity. paving oft the public debt. Handy warned:

Milnars appropnations will be greatly reduced, The burden of our nanonal Jdebi. the
prossure o preaty reduce tves and the necessiiy tor the use of avarlabic funds tor non-
nmuhtary purposes wall quite Tkedy torce the Congress into this posttion taustents yeven

thaugh Congress atsedt may desire something better mthe way of national security
So postwar planning realistically shouid shape a military establishment to conform
with such an environment. The Army Deputy Chiet of Stdt saw onlv g <light
chance of having a stunding Armyoin peacetime that could turmish the kind of
nattonal detense the country deserved ™ Thus. the War Departiment owith what it
thought would be support fram Congresst looked to UMT for the reguisite mititars
strength. This view. of course. clashed with General Arnold's conviction that the
military should make clear what 1t needed. even i the tace of possible austenty,
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The kev to the AAE S view was provision tor an M day stnihimg torce which could
tultill mternational commitments

General Handy contested Arnold's oprmon that Reserves could not be consid-
ered equal to aready M day force. The War Departmient. Hlandy reasoned. would
lack the funds to keep o Regular Army big enough to nield a strong Moday foree
Clearly the enitical question was how well could the Reserse units be expected to
pertorm. The War Department's posiion pivoted upen the potential existence of i
successtul UMT program win Reserse components tramed and equipped 1o
become part of the avarlable Mo day torce. It this should prove 1o be the case.
Handy sind. then the Army would have a larger and less expensive Moday toree
than without UMT. depending entiredy on what size Regular Army the Congress
would approve

Arnotd msisted that nabonal secunty called for a statement ot momum
muhitary requiremients (Congress and the public had a right to know o no matter
what tunds might be obtanable . Handy countered that it was impos<able to predict
future needs. Ttwas the War Department™s stand that atter the war there should be a
eradual demobihzation with the Armys bemg reduced only as yustined by world
events Handy thought dus would ehicit congresaional support for perhaps several
vears atter the wars so long as occupation forces staved overseas und the world
situation was fhid. Later ong however, the Army would find tselt m the same
posttion as atter World War I a sharp cutback 1n standing forees. To Handy and
Marshall. the crucial clement was sull funds. Based on past expenence. they were
absolutely certatn money tor the miditary would be in very short supply,

Tompkins had pomnted out that an Army A Forces of 162 200 sroups appeared
to be as much as the peacetime national budget would allow. talso approached the
cething which could be supported by recruiting. The cost ot the postwar establish-
ment 230.000-nan Arms. UMT and support tor the Reserves - was estimated
by Tompkins atabout S2 S hython. This amount. he observed. “together with costs
allocable to the Navy, represent a charge agamst the nanonal budget which it
expected will be exceedingly ditticult tor the Congress to support with appropria-
nons 7 Nonethelesss the War Department was going to prepare i tentative
alternate troop basis tcomposibony for the Permanent Postwar Armis, resting on the
premise that UMD would il torhecome areahiy. As to the AAE S tear that atter
the war there would continue to be an even sphitn tunds between the War
Departiment and the Navye Huandy agreed that pianming assaumptions should he
worked out with the Navy And General Tompkins cautioned that the War Depart-
ment should oot permt selt to be placed inan mternor position relatine o the
Ny Thus, the detals of the permanent postwar Army troop hasis should notnow
he disclosed At this time. Tompkins conphasized. the War Departiment should not
commtatselt pubhichy on the composition of the postwar Army

General Tomphins chumed that the root probiem of the postwar mithitary
orpanzation was how o speed sutticient remtorcements tooa small peacetime
Army o In N 1945 Tomphans outhined the toundations of the War Department's




PLANNING & ORGANIZING THE POSTWAR AIR FORCYH

postwar program - An n-beiny postwar nihitary establishment comprising the
Regular Armv, Nattonal Guard, und the Orgamized Reserve. to tormy the nucleas
tor imhial mobihization 1t Congress dectared @ national emergeney: Universal
Mihitary Traonming to mobihze o reserve of trumned manpower during o national
cimergeney s an adequate nithitars mntelheence network. an ethatent industriad
mobthzation plan. and o satistactory research and development program.™

Fhe War Department's stance. as reterated by Tompkins . was that American
mihtary traditton did not countenance o Targe standimg peacetime Army. nor hud
the Congress over many yvears backed one  On the other hand. the War Depart-
ment did not want to see anything ke pre-World War I Army strength, U In [U3S,
tor example. we could have placed aff the Regular Army o the continental United
States, icluding the non-combat clements, m the Yankee Stadwm and sull have
had empty seats Wewall need areal toree 777 Howeverom May 1945 wth the war
sull gomg on. the War Department planners admitted that 1oo many unkoown
tactors persisted o settle on the precise stze of the postwar Aro

Although the War Department could not caleulate the postwar Army s size.
harbored no doubt abouat the necd Tor UNTL Wathoot Universal Malitary Traming.

AN
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Mar Cen Wil b Fomphins esecond trom lettomeets waith lert tonche Rese Gen
Kendall 1o bselder, Mar Gen Rossell T Mavwellsand By Gon MW NWon
Hickam treld. Februars BHS Geoerad Tomiphins was then dirccror ot thie W Depane
ment’s Speaal Plannine Divicon
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the standing Regalar Army would have to be expanded . Thas Larcer sorce would be
costivovoluntary enhistments could not sustan it and 1t would notbe m harmons
with Amencan ideals and tradivon Only by peacetime consenption or by el
inducements to encourage voluntany enlistiments could sach o Laree toree be
muintamed. General Muarshallof course s did notconsider eithier of these methods
feasible . Tomphkins accordingy turned to g sy stem of UM as the loacad answer o
the problem

Inthe cvent o anational cnreroeno vy, we misgphacs our e pal ol s

S enr cizen soidiers Howes e s ossenngn than the oo e wideone e o e

Ctiectinve 11 oand sohen the nocessity tor mobyly s

and \UHI}‘(‘\'\HHHH? e POST Al Al st e e

A part of s postwar plannize . the W Depariiient hiobhented v N

Cioard Tomphins sand the Natonad Goard should be capable ot mumedsaie copan

Stoth teoavartimie st

. able o tarnsh anns tained and cquepped ton e

anvawhere s the world Foentuadls the Guond sooahd o able b necessany 1o bielp

the Rewudor Svooy detend the United Stares - Nz the ke was UL whiei

cottld place the Natierah Gagrd e a0 posiion toorecrut volunteers who had
compicted then vear's toamime under the UNTE procram I addiion. the W
Dropartment was planmng an Actinve ws wedl o dnaerne Roserve I case ot
cricroceays the Naone Reserve woudd caontmbute vt ror raprd mobsls oy oo
depanvment The Tnactne Reserve world supphy manpower o assenieent s
Locded Roserve ottieers woould ard i travmings ooy men s e UNTE pros e

b <o the Ny N Borces Boeld o s provionsby stoeed cew oo

ootontion e Maltary Triomin procrany depended npon coniabie oo
araditcrats Caonnd crew s and echnicians were bat part ot achalaneed v b
Borotote anplanme toepanston aid the srosteroentuse of DN e ox

ool o en anrcresw s st be tramed
Fhe e Torce portion ot the 223000000 man v 1o be mobstized wtoe

rachve moeaths atter M day was 13000000 This would require the N Foaee e

i 200 000 men aovear absorhime nearly the whole Armv of 330,000 proposad

by General Tomphans” Spearal Planming Iyvistions The YA arvued that ihe
! E

provcated A of 230000 would not vield the Mday Toree essential tormeenne

possible international comnniments

Forabinhing i "8 Coroig Croald

Meanwhite wath the war i Burope ovet, the War Department General Statt
i the sprimy of [94S started planming ot anintenm force to undertahe occupation
dutties i barope and subseguently o the Bar bast e Lipan's anticpated
capttulation For his part, General Arnoldreassioned Mg Gens aarence S Rt
trom his plannimg postin Washington to becomie Depuny Commuander ot the VAL
Pacitie Ocean Areis Map Gen Taans Norstad replaced Koter as Asastant Chaet ot
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A Statt, Phans In 19420 as o cotonell Norstad had served on General Arnold's
Advisory Councrlo Nest he was a planner tor the Tweltth Aw Foree and the
Northwest Alrcan A Forees: From January to June 19440 he was Director ot
Opcerations for the Mediterrancan Athied A Forces In 1943 hased m Washington
as Chiet of Stadt of the Twentieth Adr Foree, he worked duectlsy under Arnold in
plannimg the vtrmegie bombimyg campaign agmnst fapan.

Alsos Arnold tansterred Lt Gen. Tra O Faker trom us Mediterranean
conmmand to Washington, as Deputy Commanding General, AAEF and Chiet ot A\ar
Statt dnchis new post, Eaker would control planning for the AAES interim and
permanent toree struci nes. He would Bikewise have o domimant vole i establish-
e the AAES positon on unttication legislation. On May 310 19450 Faker
approved and sent to the Specrad Plun g Diviston an Intenimm Aw Foree plan
vonsisting of 78 eroups and 32 separate squadrons, totafing 638286 nulitary
personnel Thas plan was designed tor the period from the end of demobilizanon to
N3 Day plusthree vears: Stdlanother plan. called the 7N T Plan. " was created by
Brig. Geno Daovison's Specral Projects Oftice i nnd-Juls. This demobifizaton
plan. o be activated upon the defeat of Tapan cwhich was assamed to he August 2.
194500 set the PS-oroup ficure as the pomnt at which demobibization would end.
catled 1tor 78 roups. 32 separate squadrons. and a totad of 634,000 ¢nhsted and
otticer personnel  Inocompleting these plans. Baker was complving with War
Department vundehmes, stipalating that the Ay Force would receve one vear's
notice of apending wars The important thing was for the A Foree to retun
caouch men o builld an chrecthive mm-heing Joree.

Meantime. m the summier of 19450 Ny Searetary fimes N Forrestal
proposaed fegbation o mcrease the permianeet postwar strength ol the Navy and
AMurine Corps Forrestals move disturbed bodh Marshall and President Truman - 1t
tollowed by a short trme the publication of a report by the JOS Special Comnuttee
an Reorgamzatton (Rychardson Compnttecr. scormg the absence of mterseryice
conrdimation as one ob the nugor deficiencies moscartime . Marshall observed that
Forrestal s attempt o enlurge naval strength by statute swas o prime example of o
mbtary service 2oiny s onwnoway and ademonsuation of the necd tor unihication
once the war ended Truman reacted by directing s personal nulitany adyviser.
Ador William D Toeabn s to order adl the nulitary serviees to redunk therr require-
reents. U Fhis review T the President sands shoudd consder our imternationdd
commitments tor the postaar world the deselopment of new weapons, wnd the
refdative posttion of the services m connection with these factors ™

Asresultof Trunn's request. the services guach]y detmed und tormulated
their postwar regurements. Generad Arnold msoracted Spaatz. Vandenbere . Nan
<tadand Baker tosetthe AAE S permanent peacetinme toree objectinne O \ugu\(
2o General Bakerapproved the conl ot a 70 croup A Foroe 03300000 men .

areduction trom S8 croupss This Tandin vk decsion was notsolely armved at iy

SN Ol 1
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deliberanons of the AAE Teaders: Te reflected the War Department's decision of
August 27 that the AAF would huve to settle tor a 70-group program within o
S74.000-man tigure. The 70-group. 374.000-man figures were broken down by
the Wur Department as tollows:™

Jonal AP Niommbier ot
Vrea Mibiary Personnel VA (i oups
Pacing 174,000 2
Alaska EREYS B
Chena-Burma
India 12000 il
Atrica Middle
Fast g 0
Furape Y7000 20
Norh Atlantic 4.000 0
South Atlantic 1000 <
Continental
Uited: States Jus e 3
Strateric Reserve 60060 1
AR Ty

The Army Air Forces disagreed with the location of specttic AAF groups: for
example. it was recontiguring the number of groups to be stationed in kurope.™

This War Department personnel ceiling o 574,000 was specttied tor the
Interim Anr Foree as of July 101946, exclusive of students and replacements. The
AAF was epjoined to reduce this number to 350,000, including students and
replacements. as soon as possible thereafter™ At the same time. Eaker directed
that the AAF would accept about 100 B--295 which were vitualiv completed
Production of all other B 29, P 47 and P-51 aircraft not needed to meet the 70-
group program would be canceled. General Eaker decided on 25 very heavy bomb
groups of B 29 in licu of the previoushy planned 40 groups. Of the already
~cheduled 40 very heavy bomber (VHB)Y groups. 28 were to be deploved to Asi
ancluding the western Pacitic), 4 to Hawait. 1o Alaska. 2 to the Caribbean. and 5
in the United States.™ This deplovment change by Eaker in late August meant that
12 very beavy bomb groups would be kept in the Pactfic (25 VHB groups were
there at the end of Augustiz 1 VHB would be stationed in Alaska. 2 the
Curtbbean. 5 the United States. and S sent to Lurope.” Very heavy bomb groups
preked tor Burape were the 44th. 93d. 448th. 467th . and 485th. Departure of these
frve umts. scheduled tor October 1845 was postponed o December and then to
summier 1946, The delay was due to the need to replace many personnel of these
ctoups lostthrough demobilization. ™ The War Department approved Eaker'sveny
neavy hombardment deplovment plan on September {0 19457

The restof the very heavy bombers would be used i the traming program o
kept in depots as a reserve. Long-range reconnaissancee needs were to be met by
rotating one squadron of cach VHB group. Subject to reductions that nught be
necessary to mecet the 70 eroups. there would be 23 tighter groups. S ot them fhving
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A Dhepurs Com e g dor
Chictor Vst Lo G e
Faker plased oovn oo
planming the st
postwar A\ Fod.

P-80s." In September the Joint Chiets of Staft endorsed the 70-group igure . to be
reached by July 1L 1946,

Also in September. Norstad explained the rationale that would be used to
Justity the 70-group Air Force. Two considerations were parumount. st a
substantial standing Air Force would have to be maintained because ot the
increasing American interest i international cconemies and politics. Norstad
called this the “broadening ™ of the U.S. sphere of influence. Second. the ume
when an Air Foree or an Army could be equipped and tramed almostovernight was
gone. “In the next war.” General Norstad emphastzed. we will be in the nindst o
an all-out war from the start.” Norstad specthed the AAEF'S reguirements as fong-
range reconnaissance. strategic bombing. air defense. support of ground torces.
and the contribution of air forces to a United Nations organization. Perhaps the
major consideration. he noted. would be the state of the postwar ecconomy. o
support a postwar Air Foree of 550,000 would be inexpensive compared to the cost
of conducting a tuture war.

fn November. General Vandenberg, Assistant Chiet ot Statt tor Operations
and Training. apprised Eaker that the Wur Department General Sttt had desig-
nated only 400,000 troops tor the AAF. It accepted by the AAE Vandenberg said.
the War Department would freeze this figure until February 1947, when reductions
might occur if Congress cut the Army's overall one million-man ceiling. Vanden-
berg approved of the 400.000 level. asserting that the War Department would
permit 70 groups if strict economy ruled in the use of personnel.”’

While these important decisions were being made. General Davison™s Special

.4
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Projects Oftice phased out in September 1945, Norstad. Assistant Chiet of Air
Staft. Plans. had assumed 4 tar larger role in the planning process and would now
monitor changes in the size and composition of the postwar Air Force. Davison’s
Special Projects became the Special Planning Division (under Col. Reuben C.
Mottaty of the Assistant Chief of Air Staff. Plans.®

With the war ended and Raker having formally established the AAF goal of
400,000 men as directed by the War Department. Headguarters AAF revised its
V-1 Plan on September 19, 1945, This revision of “"Assumptions and Ground
Rules™ specitied three periods: 1, July 1945 to September 2. 1945 (V-] Day which
had already passed); 1. from September 2. 1945, to July 1. 1946: and 111, from July
1946 to July 1948, The revision delineated an Interim Air Force during Periods |
and 11 of 4 size and composition necessary to turnish occupational forces in Asia
and Europe: provide a firstline defensive striking force and a strategic reserve:
supply a military air transport service. operated by the Air Foree for all the
services: and maintain training and rescarch tfacilities.”” The strategic reserve was
defined as that part of the Interim Air Force to be available immediately to reinforce
units anywherce in the world.™ The Mobilized Air Force referred to the 1.500.000
personnel for torming 131 groups that could be mobilized within twelve months
during an emergency.

Thus. the Interim Air Force would exist until July 1. 1948, composed of
574 000 personnel exclusive of students and replacements. It would stabilize as

Mar. Gen Launs Norestad. A
member of the AAERY peace-
time plannng team. he tore-
saw the need for a targe stand-
ng Air Foree
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soon as possible thereafter at a period 11 strength of S50.000 including students
and replacements. The September 19. 1945 plan also stated that the Interim Air
Force would be organized so as to “facilitate carly implementation of the basic
recommendations of the Richardson Committee with respect to the establishment
of a single Department of National Defense.” " This September 1945 plan in large
measure bore the stamp of General Norstad. Assistant Chief of Air Staff. Plans. He
suggested that the AAF take the lead in proposing a military air transport service.
and encouraged Eaker to plan for the eventual integration of ASWAAF personnel
into the Air Force. These recommendations fit into Norstad's larger framework
calling for greater attention to planning for the transition to the peace'ime Air
Force.™
After President Truman had asked for the services” requirements. the War
Department in August had created the Special War Department Committee on the
Permanent Military Establishment. headed by Brig. Gen, Wilhiam W. Beasell, .
The Bessell Committee’s report (revised many times in September and October)
underscored that its recommendations should 1n no way compromise the goal o a
single Department of the Armed Forces. if that 1s what should be decided upon.
This committee also stated that the United States would undoubtedly keep a
peacetime force and. in the event of an emergency. mobilize industry and the
citizen army. The Regular establishment would be supported by the National
Guard and the Organized Reserve. Adequate manning and training of these
Reserve components could only be done by a system of Universal Military
Training."
The committee acknowledged the difficulty of planning the future organiza-

tion of the military establishment as well as defining roles and missions:

Ttis impossible at this ime to envisage precisely the nature of the military estabhishment

with which we will enter the next war In the first place the decision as to whether or not

there will be i single Department of Armed Forees will have a profound cftect. In the

second place the rapid strides which are carrently being made in the research and

development of new weapons are such that our present concept of military organization,

tactics and strategs may have to be materiadly altered. Inthe third place Navonal Policy,

on which military policy is based. is itselt fluid.”™
The committee’s report thought it unlikely that the atomic bomb would be
employed except in a conflict with a major power. For other wars. forces would be
organized to use conventional weapons.™ So. a series of arbitrary assumptions
were made as to what the Army must deliver: minimum forces to protect strate-
gically located bases in outlving areas of responsibility: sutficient air and ground
striking forces in the United States. able to move rapidly to any arca: and a nucleus
of trained officers and men keld in reserve in the United States. " General Marshall,

*See Chapter I tor o discussion ot the recommendations of the Richardson Comnuttee

‘Beades Chairman Bessell trom the Operational Plans Divivion. the commuttee included Big
Gen. Edwin W Chamberlain. G 2 Bnig. Gen Reuben B Jenkine, Ay Ground Torces, Brig: Gen
Glen € Jamison, AAF. and Brig Gen. Henry C Wolte. Army Service Forees
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however, found the committee s interim report unrcalistic iy that he was convineed
that the costto support such a permanent mihitary establishment would not be voted
by a peacetime Congress. Furthermore. personnel to support such a program could
not be obtained by a voluntary enlistment program. Brig. Gen. Henry 1. Hodes.
War Department Assistant Oeputy Chief ot Statt, told the Bessell Commuittee in
October that its suggested figures were unnecessartly large since the commitiee
had vet to weigh the thrust of UMT. Hodes said that once a UMT program had been
established. National Guard units could be ready on or shortly after M -day.
Organized Reserve units could be made combat ready more quickly than betore.
and the strength of a “skeletonized™ Regular Army could be expanded as need be.
He asserted that

the requirement tor an wir torce i being and strategrcally deploved. as weli as tor aigh

pereentage of techmeal and speciahzed traming . will require a correspanding merease

i strength. Those units serving overseas may have to be manned at greater strength than

those stationed within the continental Jimits of the U8

Hodes directed that the special committee should emphasize: the effect of the
atomic bomb and new weapons on warfare and the resultant changes in unit needs:
an analysis of how many personnet might be procured by voluntary enlistment: the
demand for stringent economy: the impact of Universal Military Training: max-
imum “skeletonization™ of umits in the permanent establishment: and maximum
use of civiliuns. Hodes also wanted the special committee to keep in touch with the
Patch Board. which was conducting hearings to recommend a reorganizadon of the
War Department. ™

In line with Hodes™ directive. General Bessell advised the commitiee that
AAF planning should be guided by the policy that air units in the continental
United States would either be kept at 50 percent strength or the number of groups
would be reduced. Overseas air units would be held at 80 pereent or less or
similarly the number of units would be pared. Bessell next presented figures
totaling 435.000 men: Army Air Forces. 150.000; Army Ground Forces. 100.000:
Army Service Forces, 60.000: overhead. 15.000: training. National Guard.
Organized Reserve. and UMT. 110.000. * Bessell's guidance of course conflicted
with the AAF'S objective of @ 70-group. 400.000-man Air Force.

In carly November 1945, General Bessell pressed tor o Regular Army ceiling
of 300.000 with 200.000 of this figure allocated to UMT. National Guard. and the
Organized Reserve. The remaining 300.000 would be divided as follows: AAFE,
165.000. AGE, 100.000: and ASE 35.000.* At this juncture. Brig. Gen. Glen C.
Jamison, the AAF committee member. apprised General Norstad of Bessell's
gindance which fell far shortof what the AAF believed itneeded. Norstad (now the
primary focus for Air Staft planning since General Davison’s departure from the
Spectal Projects Office) ordered Jamison to draw up a tormal reply to Bessells
request. This meant assisting the committee with such information as needed.
Nevertheless. Norstad instructed Jamison that under no circumstances would the
AAF accept less than 70 groups and 400,000 personnel, The ceiling of 165,000
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would in no wiy be o recommendation of the Army Aur Forees nor would the AAFE
accept such a figure. ” General Jamison tollowed Norstad's direction and on
November 17 sent the committee intormation supporting i plan for an A Force of
22 groups and 34 separate squadrons. Simultancously, Jumison stressed the AAEFS
adherence to the 400.000-man. 70-group program.

Jamison’s Dissent to Bessell Committee

On November 29, 1945, having revised its figures once again. the Bessell
Committee proposed to General Marshall o War Department troop basis of
562,700 including 203,600 AAF personnel. organized into 25 1 2 groups i the
United States and 8 12 groups overseas. General Jamison tiled & nunority report
suggesting acceptance of the 400,000 AAF troop basis. Jamison noted that ~o tur
attempts by the AAF to receive approval for its toree structure of 400,000 had
failed. Tvpically. the War Department continued to recommend a cetling consider-
ably below what the Army Aar Forees considered to be the mimimum. kuanison
pointed out that atter the second major war in this century and the costhiest ever
suffered by this pation. 1tis desperately necessary that we lay well-concerved plans
for a mihitary security toree that will eftectively guarantee the peace and satety ol
the US.7 7 Like General Arnofd, Jamison argued that the AAE would tad to tultill
its obligations it it did not make plans, aside from arbitrary budget estimates. The
Armyv Air Forces owed the nation a realistic assessment of wir requirements. Twao
considerations were paramount. The first was national security and the second was
the cconomy. Air Staft plans since 1943 Jamison asserted. have resulted in the
firm conviction that the 70-Group Air Foree (which . has been squeezed mto o
400000 tentative Troop Basisy is the bedrock minimum with which the Air Foree
can accomplish its peacetime mussion.”” ™ Reductio of Aw Force strength from
H00.000 to 203,600 meant a considerable diminution of the striking toree. 1twas
simply not aceeptable to the Army Arr Forcees.

Jamison depicted the peacctime mission as building a ready stniking foree that
could operate instantly on a global scale and at the same time protect mobilization
at home. Overseas bases (with intermediate ficldsy would Tikewise be needed. It
was contradictory to plan g network of overseas bases. as the administration wis
doing. and yvet simultancously slash the AAF below 70 groups. thus neglecting to
allocate the requisite units to maintain such bases. Morcover, “stripping the Air
Force of the units needed for its mission will be an admission that this country must
rely for sceurity in the air on the Naval Air Forces. which 1s a more expensive und
less etfective way of attacking the problem of air security.”™ The proposed Regular
Air Force would be too small to meet its major responsibility —replying to a
surprise. all-out attack. And again bearing down on one of the AAERN chiet
arguments, a point which General Arnold refused to compromise: a thoroughly
trained combat torce was required. The number of pilots having expericnee in
combat units before entering the Reserves must be balanced with the output trom

UMt
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Meanwhile, the long-time proponents of UMT, of whom General Marshall
had been the most important and conspicuous. received a tremendous boost from
the President. ® Mr. Truman, who profoundly respected Marshall. was known to
favor universal training. At a press conference 1n June 1945, he had poiatedly
mentioned that he held stropg views on this subject. which he said he would
subsequently make known. On October 23 the Commander in Chief delivered a
formal address on UMT to 4 joint session of Congress. He said that the war just
ended had made one point clear: If attacked in the future. the United States would
not have time to adequately arm itself. Consequently, Truman said that the nation
could cither maintain a large standing Army or rely on a small Army supported by
trained citizens, able to be speedily mobilized. To President Truman. the proper
course was clear. The country should depend on

A comparatively small protessional armed force. reinforced by g well-tratned and
cttectively orgamized citizen reserve. The backbone of our military foree should be the
tratned cinzen whoas first and foremosta civilian, and who becomes a soldier or i sailor
only in ume of danger - and only when Congress considers it nccessary. This plan s
obviously more practical and cconomical. It conforms more closely to long-standing
American trudition. The citizen reserve must be a trained reserve. We can meet the need
tor i tratned reserve o only one way—by universal traming.™

Truman recommended that the postwar military organization consist of com-
paratively small Regular forces. a strengthened National Guard and Organized
Reserve, and a General Reserve composed of all male citizens who had received
Universal Military Training. The General Reserve. as proposed by Truman. could
be quickly mobilized. but would not be obliged to serve unless called up by an Act
of Congress. To man the General Reserve. he proposed adoption of UMT. under
which citizens would be trained for one year. Young men would enter training upon
graduation from high school or at the age of eighteen, whichever was later. The
President argued that this system would give the nation *a democratic and efficient
military force.”” The atomic bomb. he stressed. was of little value without a strong
Army, Navy, and Air Force. Truman urged Congress to pass UMT legislation
promptly.™

Arnold Urges 70-Groups

Arnold, however. was not defiected from promoting the 70-group program.
To the contrary. he renewed the AAF's attack on UMT and the Bessell Committee
report. In December 1945, he underscored to Army Chief ot Staft General
Eisenhower that Headquarters AAF concurred with Jamison’s minority report.

*Secretary of War Robert P Patterson was also an advocate of UMT. He generally supported
Marshalls views and also emphasized the way UMT would stimufate 4 sense of responsibility and of
duty on the part of the nation’s youth. Batterson believed that ~service in the ranks should be obligatory
betore young men could qualify for officers” commussion.” (Ltr. Patterson 1o Herbert Pell. Nov 29,
1945 10 Patterson Papers. MD. LC. Box 21
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A 202.600-man Air Force would vield a force i being that could neither sustain
national security nor properly support ground and naval operations. Unul the
reorganization or unification ot the armed forces, the minmmum ~strength of the
AAF to discharge its postwar mission was 70 groups with at feast 400,000 men. ™

Besides. Arnold strenuously objected to the way i which postwar require-
ments were being drafted by the services. President Truman had requested in
August 1945 that the Joint Chiefs of Statf review the Navy's demands relative to the
peacetime ne Js of att the services. Truman wanted nothing less thun a comprehen-
stve plan. but the question was how to develop it Arnold opposed devising this
plan by having cach of the services independently arrive at their wants and
afterwards forcing them to make minor revisions. The AAF Commander reiterated
that the President wanted the Joint Chiefs first to consider the postwar military
organtzation the country needed. and then to higure out the forees required for such
an establishment. Having the services work out their needs on their own. Arnold
argued. was bound to spawn duphication and excessive requirements. It was simply
notan efficient way to do business. As an example. Arnold pointed to the existence
of two wir transport services, the Navyv's and the AAFS.# Such duplication was

“They would be combined i Tune 1948 wath creation of the Military Air Transport Service . under
General Kuter: See Chapter Vi

Besselt Commuttee member.
Bne Gen Glen O Jamison.
AAL attacked the commun
tee’s recommendations and
supported the 70 group.
406,000 mihitars personnel
program
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costly and Arnold suggested that the money would better be spent on rescarch and
devefopment.” Over and above all other considerations he thought the AAF might
not recetve the forces it required it the services continued independently to assess
their needs. He wanted air requirements to be generally recognized as preeminent.

General Arnold repeated his preterence tor a single Department of National
Defense as recommended by the April 1945 report of the JCS special committec.
He said that this committee. whose sole purpose was to suggest a postwar
organization for the nation’s defense. consisted of members from all the services.
He also emphasized that torces being proposed by the War Department for the
postwar Air Force were wholly inadequate. Due to War Department restrictions—-
witness the Bessell Committee deliberations—the AAF lacked the fatitude to draw
up its own requirements. thus giving the Navy an unfair advantage in stating its
aviation needs. In addition, the AAF had to have ample forces to support the
planned international Atr Force under the United Nations.™

The positions put forth by General Arnold and other AAF Teaders were
persuasive. They were highlighted in November 1945 when AAF and War Depart-
ment planners discussed the overall War Department troop basis and the Army Ay
Forces™ contributton to it. General Staft members. no doubt swayved by the new
Army Chief of Staff Eisenhower’s view on the significance of air wartare. became
persuaded that the AAF must have sufficient forces to accomplish its postwar

President Truman and Gen
Dwight D. Eisenhower The
president tavored mamtaining
a small standing Army, sap-
ported by trained citizen
TesCIVes.

Courtesy National Nrchives
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tasks. They agreed to the 400 .000G-man cetfing. to encon.piss stadents. “pipelime
population.” und other personnel i support ot the 7C-group program = The
100,000 would be trozen trom June 30, 1946, unul February 1. 1947 when o
reduction might be dictated should Congress then decrease the Army below one
mithion personnel. Army Asr Forees planners assented to this approach with the
understanding that 400,000 would remain constant unless selective service or
enlistments fatled to meet the overall troop program.

However, UMT persisted as a major concern. The Army Air Forces wanted to
be sare it would not have to support UMT out of the 70-group program. The AAF
estimated a need for 70,000 addittonal men to support UMT, National Guard. and
the Reserve. General Arnold regarded 400,000 as the mimmum for 70 groups. The
extra 70,000 would theretore have to be met from other sources.™ Arnold next met
with Eisenhower. who approved the AAF'S position that 400.000 would not
embrace UMT or other civilian components.™ This number would support the 70-
group program. including essential support units. Military personnel returning to
the United States for discharge or hospitalization would be charged to the War
Pepastment’s troop basis ™

With Eisenhower’s concurrence in the 70-group. $00.000-man program. the
AAF Special Planning Division (part of Assistant Chief ¢f v Statf, Plans.
published on December 26, 1945, a definntive plan tor the peacetme force. Titled
“Assumptions and Ground Rules Pertaining to the Interim and Peacetime Air
Forces Plans. 7 it superseded the September 19,1945, plan called " Revision of the
Assumptions and Ground Rules of the AAF VI Plan of {5 July 19457 Distributed
throughout the AAF. the new plan peinted out that the Army Air Forces was chiefly
concerned with occupation activities in Germany and Japan. with demobilization.,
and with readjustment from war to peacetime requirements. The Interim Period
would be the time during which these needs were being met. with the A Force
being known as the Intenim Air Foree ™

The December 1945 plan detined the postwar military establishment as the
organiZzation in being when the oilitary returned to tull peacctime status, This
estabhishment was theretore not destgned to meet the demands of the transition
pertod from war to peace. But when the internim period ended and Congress passed
legislation to put the Air Force on a peacetime footing . it would be known as the
Peacctime or Permanent Air Force. And in time 1t would be termed the Air Foree
and would comprise the Regular Air Force. Air Reserve, and the Air Nuational
Guard.™

This plan described the Regular Air Foree as the *protessional component of
the Air Foree.” In addition to the Regular Air Force. g volunteer Reserve Ofticer
Training Corps system in civilian schools would produce a gualiied reserve of air
officers. Universal Military Training. once in force, would furnish a trained
reserve of enlisted men. The so-called General Reserve was depicted as that part of
the interim or peacetime Air Foree “available tor immediate reinforcement of units
which may be commuitted to action in any part of the world.”™ The M-dav Air
Force consisted of combat units ready for action on the tirst dav of mobilization.
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These untts icluded the peacctime Regulur A Foree tincluding Reserves on
active duty) and that portion of the A National Guard ¢(ANGH avalable tor
immediate action. *

What became known as the Mobilized Air Foree was the A Foree to he
created within one vear after a tuture M oday. As of Drecember 19450 1t was
presumed that with a system of UMT and the resulting million-nun reserve in the
Peacetime Air Force. the Mobilized Air Force would total 1.500.000 organized
nto [31 groups (not including antiatrcraft artllersy The 131 groups would be
tormed by 70 Regular groups, 27 from the Air Nationul Guard. and 34 from the
Organized Air Reserve ™

According to the December 1945 plan. the mission of the Air Foree was

to develop, tram and mantam g mditars toree capable at any e, through the

mmiediate sustained. and HICTCANTR OXCTUING ot alr power. o LlL"L‘IlLJ]H_L’ the ll\l\_’:_‘[l[} ot

the Unnted States and it stratep e areas. o supportiny US nternattonal oblhigations. and

of cooperating with ground and naval torces simularly engaged ™
The same troop basis and group strength applicd to both the Interim and Peacetime
Atr Farces: 400,000 military personnel and 70 combat groups. With Eisenhower’s
acceptance of the Peacetime Air Foree. the “training overhead ™ of UMT would
require another 70000 Reserves on extended active duty. Composition of 70
combat groups would be 25 very heavy homb groups. 25 fighter groups. S medium
and fight bomber groups. 10 transport groups. and 5 tactical reconnatssance
groups. The plan also specitied a Department o the Armed Forees with three
hranches— Army. Navy, and Air Force. Alson the postwar A Foree organization
was @ Deputy Chiet of Air Statt for Scientitic Rescarch and Pevelopment.™” In
November 19450 Maj. Gen. Curtis E. EeMay had been appomted Deputy Chiet ol
Staft for Research and Development.

The plun additionally called tor an “Aur Force School™ offering Tactical.
Command and Statt. and Air War courses. and for creating an Air Foree Institute of
Technology under the Air Technical Service Commuand . Antiareratt arollery and
Arms and Services with the Army Air Forces would be antegral parts of the
Peacetime Air Foree. The ratio of rated to nonrated officersan this toree was put at
70 to 3.

Final Approval for 70 Groups

Detinitive AAF postwar planning forced General Bessell in December 1945
to once again revise his committee’s report. This tme it aftorded an Army Aar
Forces of 70 groups and 419,353 personnel (53584 officers and 365,771 entisted
men). Eisenhower appre ved these tigures in the War Department's Tentatve Plan
for a Permanent Peacctime Army. endorsed by the JOS 10 fate January 194677 AS
previousty directed by President Truman. this plan would bave to be integrated

“The December 260 19450 plan presupposed that twenty of tentsy seven M National Guand
croups would be on hand tor instant action
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with the Navy's program. Henceatter nearly two and w haft vears of planmmny . o
postwar Air Foree of 70 groups and 400000 men was fiedis approved by the Wi
Department and the Joint Chiets of Statt. Adthough some scholars have written
that 70 groups was basically an arbitrary figure. tdus obrective shondd be consid-
cred as aculmination of two und a halt vears of intensive work - Aswe hune seen,
the Army Awr Forees had at first asked tor numbers tar exceedmy 71 eroups and
400000 men. The 70-group program had evobved i the face of War Department
disapproval of the {03-group proposal. Recommendations tor the AAL peacenme
force structure hud reached as low as 120,000 men. o suggestion ol the Bessell
Committee. Between the summer of 1943 and August 1945 when the AAE et 70
groups as the goal. several postwar air plans had been dratted. As noted. the 70-
group tigure was set by the AAF only after the War Department had compelled the
Army A Forces 1o shape its group program to a 374,000 foree

The Army Air Forces took a firm stand on the 70 groups as the mmimum toree
structure. General Norstad argued that the AAF had been andes “ereat pressure”
from the War Department to accede to @ tigure fess than 400,000, As o the wdea
that voluntary recruitment could not support a torce of 400000, Norstad
countered:

We believe that we can mzantan o voluntary toree of 200,000 4t no sacrhice G the other

services itwe have cortwn condinons such as an autonomous A Foree, dseparide i

Force recrutting program. extra A Foree inde cements sach as educaton prozrams and

increased neentives which would he common throughout all services
Inessence. the AAF S rigid position for 70 groups revalved around the coneepi thut
this was the least number that could adnnnister active duty training tor Reserves to
achieve the final mobilization target of one and a halt million men within one yeur
after M—day. Fewer than 70 groups could not keep aircrait production at o
safficient rate to meet mobilization needs.™ The AAE further contended that 1t
would take 70 groups to man the key bases “for protection of the countny s
interests.”

The rationale for the 25 very heavy bomb groups. as part of the 70-group
program. was that “the western hemisphere and the Pacitic are direetly our
responsibility and the VHB offers the anly strategic coverage ™ A proposed mobile
striking force would be built around the 25 VHB groups. Army A borees
planners reasoned that in the event of war. attrition of heavy bombers would be
substantiab during the tirst vear. The planners sard that fighter. medium. and light
bombers were supplica 7in proportion to the coguirement for short range respon-
sibtlities, tuctical operations. and escort of the VHB toree.™™

Besides. the 70-group proposal recognrzed that it would be necesswy o

contribute to an air force under international ausprees. The Toremost tactorn
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however, was the AAF’s conviction that air power was now dominant. The United
States needed an Air Force in being that could retaliate at once in case of a massive
surprise attack.

So on December 26, 1945, simultaneously with publication of the plan for the
Interim and Peacetime Air Forces, General Arnold directed that 70 groups and
400,000 men (70,000 more for UMT, National Guard, ROTC, and Reserve), be set
as goals for both the interim and peacetime or permanent Air Force. From this
point on, all AAF planning centered on 70 groups. The Mobilized Air Force would
be reached within a year of M—day (first day of mobilization), and would total one
and a half million men. Its 131 groups were apportioned as follows: Regular Army,
70; Air National Guard, 27; and Organized Air Reserve, 34.'%

Of the 25 very heavy bomb groups, 5 were scheduled for deployment to
Europe, 13 to the Pacific area, 2 to the Caribbean area, and 5 to be assigned to the
Strategic Striking Force (SSF; in the United States. Seven of the 25 fighter groups
would be in the European tt. :ater, 11 in the Pacific, 2 in the Caribbean, 2 in Zone of
Interior (ZI) training, anc 3 (long-range escort) in the SSF. Two medium and light
bomber groups were earmarked for Europe, 2 for the Pacific, and 1 for the SSE.
Four transport groups would go to Europe, 3 to the Pacific, 1to ZI training, and 2 to
the SSF. One tactical reconnaissance group would be in the European theater, 2 in
the Pacific, 1 in ZI training, and 1 in the SSE'*

The air forces in the Pacific were to discharge the dual mission of what was
termed United States security and the occupation of Japan. The AAF would be
organized into an occupation air force for Japan and Korea, and a mobile and
defensive force for security of the Pacific area. Units of the Fifth Air Force would
be responsible for the occupation of Japan and Korea, under the direct command of
the Supreme Commander for the Allied Powers. Other AAF units in the Pacific
would be based in the Philippines, Ryukyus, Marianas, Bonin Islands, and
Hawaii. These forces would be consolidated under the U.S. Army Strategic Air
Forces, under the Commanding General, AAF, acting as executive agent for the
Joint Chiefs of Staff.'” The following is a breakdown of the planned 400,000-man
Air Force:'*®

Function Strength
Combat Striking Force 42,188
Technical Services 73,527
Flight Service 43,052
Operational Support Service 19,300
Engineer Service 46,958
Ordnance Service 1,208
Air Transport Service 46,305
Special Services 6,264
Air Defense 14,785
Training 67,143
General Overhead 39,260

Total 399,990
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PLANNING FOR 70 GROUPS
70 Groups vs UMT

By the end of 1945, it had become clear that the Army Air Forces’ 70-group,
400,000-man program was being seen in Congress as an attractive alternative to
Universal Military Training. This was true even though during 1943-45 the War
Department, spurred by General Marshall, continued to plan for a citizen army
which could be quickly mobilized in the event of war. Moreover, all through the
watr, postwar planners in the War Department presumed that Congress would enact
the UMT program. And of course President Truman was a strong advocate of
UMT. He had in fact once told a reporter that he had favored UMT since 1905,
upon first joining the National Guard. However, despite the manifest difficulty
which UMT encountered in Congress, the Army Air Forces needed to comply with
War Department directives to plan for a UMT program since it might be legislated
by Congress. Thus, in 1946 the AAF simultaneously planned for a situation with or
without a UMT program.

By early 1946 the War Department realized that chances were increasing that
UMT legislation might not be enacted. Despite President Truman’s having urged
Congress to pass UMT legislation quickly, the iawmakers had failed to respond.
And General Marshall’s entreaties, prior to his retirement as Army Chief of Staff,
had proved no more successful. The New York Times pointedly noted that Marshall
had mounted a **virtual crusade’” in behalf of the UMT program, adding that “the
Army geared up its entire public relations machinery.”'” Nevertheless, it had
become evident that Congress was not disposed to enact the President’s program.'®*

In January 1946 the War Department sent a study to Headquarters AAF titled
““Mobilization of the 4.5 Million Army without Universal Military Training.” This
plan was based upon voluntary enlistment for ten years, the first two years being
active duty and the remainder to be served in Reserve status. Those in the Reserves
from the third to tenth years would create a pool of trainees which could be
mobilized in the same fashion as the pool established under a UMT program.'®

The AAF concluded that this plan was unsound because: (1) Sufficient men to
meet requirements could not be enlisted under a ten-year contract; (2) it would be
impossible to maintain the proficiency of so many men in their specialities during
eight years in the Reserves; and (3) it was highly probable that men separated under
this plan would not form a proper distribution of military occupational
specialties.!®

For these reasons, the Army Air Forces proposed that mobilization be based
on maximum use of skills directly available from the civilian labor force. During
and after the war it was assumed that nearly everyone inducted into the services
required training for a specific military occupational specialty. However. if accu-
rate information were available, men could be called to active duty at the time they
were needed. The AAF estimated that from fifty to seventy-five percent of initial
AAF needs could be filled from men already qualified in the required military
occupational specialities as a result of their civilian training and experience.'

17
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PLANNING & ORGANIZING THE POSTWAR AIR FORCE

The AAF believed that mobilization planning should be extended to civilian
war industry, to the extent of detailing production schedules for critical items to
plants so that contractors could prepare estimates of manpower needs by occupa-
tional specialty. Government agencies would supplement these with industrywide
estimates of manpower requirements for production of less critical items. The AAF
recommended a selective service system under which registration would include
information on occupational specialty, certified to local selective service boards by
employers. In addition, an enlisted Reserve technician training program should be
started,

similar to the presently planned program for rated officers, in which men would be
separately recruited for training in specific technical fields, trained in a special status
similar to aviation cadets, serve a short period in the military service, and return to
civilian life with an obligation to continue in a reserve status and maintain technical
proficiency through short periods of active duty and extension courses. It is believed that
such a program can be conducted entirely on a voluntary basis, and together with the
proposed plan for advance mobilization planning, will meet all mobilization
requirements.'?

In the summer of 1946 the War Department published a draft UMT plan
stipulating the trainees be given six months training, and spend the remaining six
months obligation in the UMT corps or by selecting one of the options which
would furnish the equivalent of another six months training.""”

Later, the AAF issued a supplement to this plan affording the Air Force
186,000 trainees a year. There would be 46,500 trainees inducted quarterly, each to
be sent to one of these training courses: administration; airplanes. engines, and
accessories; armament, ordnance, chemical; communications; nonspecialists;
manual trades; medical; photography; or special equipment.'*

With the AAF’s planning for a permanent postwar Air Force having finally
reached the 70-group, 400,000-man goal, the time had come to translate these
figures into a permanent organization. While air planners had been struggling with
the complexities of force structure, they had likewise been tackling the problems of
deciding on the composition of postwar Air Force headquarters and the major field
commands. The question of organization was closely tied to the paramount
objective of an independent Air Force, coequal with the Army and Navy. General
Spaatz, who was to become Commanding General of the Army Air Forces in
February 1946, believed that this first major postwar reorganization should pro-
duce a structure suited to a separate Air Force, once this was established by law.

The movement towards a unified defense establishment and a separate Air
Force had gathered impetus in April 1945 with the issuance of a special JCS
committee report recommending a single Department of National Defense and an
independent Air Force. Once the war ended, congressional hearings were held on
unification. By this time, it was apparent that the Navy opposed formation of a
single department and a coequal Air Force.

Frustrated by the absence of agreement between the Navy and War Depart-
ment, and with his patience wearing thin, President Truman in December 1945 told
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PLANNING FOR 70 GROUPS

the Congress that the time for action was now. Staking a position opposed to the
Navy’s, Truman stressed that the JCS committee system, a vehicle for collabora-
tion in strategic planning and operations during the war, would undoubtedly fail to
satisfy peacetime defense requirements. The future security needs of the nation
would best be ensured by creation of a Department of National Defense, with three

coequal services—Army, Navy, and Air Force.
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Unification and a Separate Air Force

True preparedness now means preparedness not alone
in armaments and numbers of men, tut preparedness
in organization also. It means establishing in peace-
time the kind of military organization which will be
able to meet the test of sudden attack quickly and
without having to improvise radical readjustment in
structure and habits.

B

President Harry S. Truman,
December 19, 1945,
Special Message to the
Congress.

S

TR

In 1944-45, while the Army Air Forces was planning postwar organization
and force structure that set the 70-group objective, the debate over armed forces {
unification and the desirability of a separate Air Force grew more intense. During
the spring of 1944, the Woodrum Committee held hearings on the question of
unification.* In April 1945, a report of the Joint Chiefs of Staff Special Committee
for Reorganization of National Defense touched off heated discussion about
postwar reorganization and in October and November 1945 unification hearings
were convened before the Senate Military Affairs Committee. Meanwhile, the ;
War Department had created boards (first under Lt. Gen. Alexander M. Patch, Jr., !
subsequently headed by Lt. Gen. William H. Simpson) to propose an appropriate
peacetime organization until such time as unification was achieved. The AAF
emphasized that at the least it wanted to preserve what it had gained during the war. ¥
Then, in December 1945, President Harry S. Truman’s special message to Con-
gress recommended establishment of a Department of National Defense and
creation of a separate Air Force, coequal with the Army and Navy.

e

*The Select Committee on Post-War Military Policy of the House of Representatives, Clifton A.
Woodrum, Democrat, Virginia, Chairman.
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In the months preceding Truman’s message, much of the testimony by
military and civilian officials to congressional committees had focused on unity of
command. Unified command of land, sea, and air forces had been realized in the
various theaters under the impetus of the requirements of war. The matter of an
independent Air Force had become linked to unity of command. It was not a
question whether unity of command was necessary. All agreed that the war had
demonstrated beyond doubt that unified command was indispensable to successful
theater operations. The controversy centered on the best way to organize for it. The
Navy opposed a separate Air Force and advocated the status quo, coordination
being accomplished by the Joint Chiefs of Staff and their committees. The Army
favored unification (a Department of National Defense) and an independent Air
Force. During the last two years of the war, General Marshall (and also General
Amold) led the War Department’s drive for legislation to form a Department of
National Defense. Marshall argued that in the future the United States would not
have sufficient time to mobilize. Consequently, unification in peacetime was
imperative to ensure rapid, effective, unified command in wartime. Once the
present war ended, he asserted, unified policies, operations, and command would
be much more difficult to attain.

Thus, before the war ended, the AAF and the War Department anticipated a
battle over unification and creation of a coequal Air Force. Robert A. Lovett,
Assistant Secretary of War for Air, put it this way to General Spaatz:

There is bound to be tremendous upheaval after the defeat of Germany. . . . our

planning has been well done on the whole but we must be prepared for a bitter struggle

with the High Command and particularly with the Navy in getting the postwar set-up

properly made so that airpower is recognized as a coequal arm.!
In November and December 1945, the unification cause received a substantial
boost from Gen. Dwight D. Eisenhower who had succeeded Marshall as Army
Chief of Staff. Having just returned from Europe where he had led the Allied forces
to victory, Eisenhower made clear that, based on the lessons of war, there was no
doubt that unification and an independent Air Force were required. He admonished
his commanders in this regard and told the Congress that he supported a strong
unification bill and a separate Air Force.

First Marshall and then Eisenhower appointed boards in 1945 to shape the
War Department’s postwar organization prior to unification. Generals Amold and
Spaatz advocated that the AAF be coordinate with the War Department General
Staff. In effect this would have created two Chiefs of Staff, one for air and one for
the ground forces. To the chagrin of air planners, the Eisenhower-appointed
Simpson Board placed the Army Air Forces coordinate with the Army Ground
Forces, under the War Department General Staff. This arrangement, in its main
lines, obtained until formation of the United States Air Force in September 1947.
However, the Simpson Board recognized the principle of granting more autonomy
to the Army Air Forces. It further stated that the Commanding General, AAF,
would nominate from the Army Air Forces about fifty percent of the personnel of
the War Department General and Special Staff divisions.
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In addition the AAF Commander would keep his place on the Joint Chiefs of
Staff. The Office of Assistant Secretary of War for Air was retained. Although
Amold and Spaatz failed to receive all they wanted, they realized they had
Eisenhower’s firm pledge to support establishment of an independent Air Force.

Joint Chiefs of Staff Special Committee Report

In April and May 1944, with the Allies preparing to launch the cross-channel
attack, the Woodrum Committee addressed the complex problems of postwar
organization. The committee’s objective was to study the principle of unity of
command to examine its relevance to future military policy and organization.
Among those testifying was AAF Brig. Gen. Haywood S. Hansell, Jr., Chief of
Staff, Twentieth Air Force. Hansell stressed that, like World War 1I, future wars
would undoubtedly feature combined operations in which ground, sea, and air
units would be coordinated by a single staff under one overall command. The
Army Air Forces, he said, advocated a single unified organization. As for unity of
command:

In one form or another we have acquired a degree of unity of command in all the theaters
of war. . . . However, the achievement of that unity on the field of battle has been
reached with great difficulty, and has resulted in delay with its attendant wastage.
Furthermore, unity of command on the field of battle is not enough. In order to achieve
real unity of effort the foundations for that must stem from unity in basic training
doctrine and equipment.?

The testimony of War Department officials, including Secretary Stimson and
Assistant Secretary of War for Air Lovett, paralleled that of Hansell. Lovett noted
that the lessons of the war clearly meant that conflicts in the future would be
distinguished by combined operations:

1 assume that airlift for sea forces and ground forces will be allocated and disposed in the
interest of national defense by a combined and unified staff consisting of the top ground,
sea, and air officers in this country, and not on the tortured interpretation of antiquated
documents dealing with vague theories and doctrines which have to be thrown away the
moment war breaks out.’
He also accented long-range bombers, undreamed of years ago, the result of an
industrial system peculiarly suited to the American temperament. It was Lovett’s
opinion that the Navy should maintain its specialized fleet air arm.*

Naval leaders refused to support a single department of national defense
without considerable additional study. They wanted to keep the Navy strong. The
naval air arm was central to their concept of future naval growth and strength. For
example, Assistant Secretary of the Navy for Air, Artemus L. Gates, insisted thata
strong naval air arm could contribute significantly to keeping the postwar aircraft
industry alive. The naval air element, he averred, must be kept the best in the
world.* With the war nearing a crucial turning point, the Woodrum committee
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Key War Department offi-
cials addressed the Woodrum
Committee. Assistant Secre-
tary of War for Air, Robert A.
Lovett (right) and Brig. Gen.
Haywood S. Hansell, Jr..
Twentieth Air Force Chief of
Staff, (below) testified that fu-
ture wars would require a uni-
fied command on the field of
battle.
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concluded that the time was not right to consider legislation. It recommended that
prior to subsequently considering reorganization the Congress should examine the
views of military commanders. Under Secretary of War Robert P. Patterson told
Secretary of War Stimson that the Woodrum hearings should be shelved because
they were distracting from the business of winning the war.®

Influenced by the Woodrum Committee’s hearings and a desire for some kind
of organizational plan, the Joint Chiefs in early May 1944 appointed their own
committee. The JCS Special Committee for Reorganization of National Defense
conducted a ten-month study, interviewing commanders in the major theaters of
operations and in Washington. Issued on April 11, 1945, the committee’s majority
report was signed by Maj. Gens. William F. Tompkins (WDGS) and Harold L.
George (AAF); Rear Adm. Malcolm F. Schoeffel; and Col. F. Trubee Davison
(AAF). Although the report was accompanied by a dissenting opinion by the
committee’s chairman and senior naval member, Adm. James O. Richardso - .* its
recommendations had wide impact and determined the basis for future discussion
and debate. The emphasis would be on an organization designed to ensure
integration of land, sea, and air forces.’

Of course, how best to organize military air forces had been the subject of
controversy since World War L.” In the intervening years, congressional commit-
tees debated reorganization and the military produced numerous organizational
studies. Deliberations of the JCS committee adhered to several basic assumptions.
Committee members concluded that the Navy should retain its air element and that
the Marines would remain as part of the Navy Department. The Army would keep
its own ‘‘integral’’ aviation units which were essential to the ground forces. And
the committee stated the premise that a United States Air Force should be created.
coequal with the Army and Navy.? A separate Air Force would include aviation
which was not inherent to the land or sea forces. Naval aviation would remain
integral to the sea forces. Liaison, tactical reconnaissance, and artillery-spotting
aircraft would be a necessary part of the ground forces.’

Save for Admiral Richardson, members of the committee endorsed a single
Department of National Defense headed by a civilian Secretary, backed by an
Under Secretary responsible for departmental business mattets. This single de-
partment would not merge the services. It would place the Army, Navy and Air
Force under a Secretary of the Armed Forces and a single Cornmander of the

*Adm. James O. Richardson was Commander in Chief of the United States Pacific Fleet from
January 1940 until his relief in January 1941. He had angered President Roosevelt in September 1940 by
teiling him that *‘the senior officers of the Navy did not have the trust and confidence in the civilian
leadership of this country that is essential for the successful prosecution of a war in the Pacific.”
Richardson was replaced by Adm. Husband E. Kimmel. Admiral Richardson had argued the case for
basing the fleet on the west coast rather than in Hawaii. See Adm. James O. Richardson (as told to Vice
Adm. George C. Dyer), On the Treadmill to Pearl Harbor: The Memoirs of Admiral James O.
Richardson (Washington, 1973), especially Chapters XV, XX.

*See Chapter 1.
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Armed Forces. The Army and the Air Force would each be headed by a Command-
ing General and the Navy would be commanded by an Admiral of the Navy.
Excepting Richardson, members believed that the Secretary of the Armed Forces
would have more influence as a member of the cabinet than two or three indepen-
dent secretaries representing the services with their conflicting interests.'"” The
Commander of the Armed Forces would also serve as Chief of Staff to the
President, a position held during the war by Adm. William D. Leahy. It was
reasoned that this position would overcome the defects of the JCS organization
which functioned by unanimous agreement." Further, the committee was con-
cerned lest the President’s war powers expire before implementation of a statutory
reorganization. Expiration would have caused the War and Navy Departments to
revert to their prewar organization. Consequently, the committee endorsed prepa-
ration of enabling legislation to be sent to the Congress to create a single depart-
ment of defense.”

Thus, the pressure for statutory change in military organization was increased
by the Woodrum hearings, by the ongoing experience of World War 11, and by the
fact that the President’s war powers would expire six months after war’s end. The
JCS committee commented that the United States entry into the war had forced
reorganization in Washington and in the field. War powers granted the President by
Congress in December 1941 had permitted swift changes. The Joint Chiefs of Staff
was established and the War and Navy Departments were reorganized (AAF
became coequal with Army Ground Forces and the Services of Supply in March
1942). The principle of unity of command was adopted. Supreme commanders
were appointed. The Joint Chiefs structured a broad strategic and operational
framework within which operations could be effectively conducted. The JCS
special committee referred to this as *‘enforced teamwork.”” The services came to
understand that success stemmed from integration of land, sea, and air operations.
Nonetheless, the committee warned of potential retrogression once the war ended:
*“If peace should find the armed forces still operating under the present system,
with no wartime compulsion to get together, even the existing degree of coopera-
tion can be expected to disappear. This situation will be aggravated by the forced
readjustmznt to peace-time conditions.”'* As Marshall often underlined, the
postwar period would undoubtedly be marked by austerity. The military budget
would become very tight. Under these conditions, parochialism tended to in-
crease, teamwork to lessen.

According to the committee, the required integration had not been realized
because each Army and Navy component within a specific theater belonged and
owed allegiance to a separate department. Hence, the theater commander could not
carry out his command decisions as efficiently as he wanted. Significant additional
progress was impossible under the existing system. A single Department of
Defense at the outset of war would have fostered much better coordination and
teamwork between the services. The present system would not work nearly as well
in peacetime as in war.
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The Navy's View of the Report

Admiral Richardson, senior Navy member of the committee, filed a minority
report opposing the recommendation for a single Department of National Defense.
He argued that the plan was *‘theoretically better than any yet proposed, but from a
practical point of view it is unacceptable.””"* Richardson favored the status quo,
arguing that the lessons of war were not yet clear. After the war the military would
face the monumental task of demobilization, and for this reason it would also be
inappropriate to reorganize prematurely.'

Richardson contended that the effectiveness of combat forces in the field bore
no direct relation to the existence of a single department in Washington. Nor did he
support the proposals for a Secretary of the Armed Forces and a Commander of the
Armed Forces. He was wary of such powerful positions, fearful of their adversely
affecting the Navy. Richardson likewise found himself in opposition to an Air
Force coequal with the Army and Navy."” He freely admitted that his chief concern
was that the Navy would lose its air arm to the Air Force.

Though against the creation of a single department, Admiral Richardson
advocated that the organization of the Joint Chiefs of Staff (along with wartime
organizational changes by the War and Navy Departments) be perpetuated by
statute. A joint secretariat should be set up and the subject of reorganization given
further study. This reflected the Navy’s view that for coordination the services
should rely on the Joint Chiefs of Staff and the various JCS committees. Other
members of the special committee disagreed with the Navy, observing that matters
referred to the Joint Chiefs or to a joint secretariat would then be sent to subcom-
mittees and to groups within the departments. The committee doubted that
efficiency could be attained by this kind of group action." Also, it had weighed and
discarded the idea of having the Chairman, JCS, act as the Chief of Staff to the
President, to decide controversial issues. Under this system, the committee felt
that the Chief of Staff to the President would have authority to decide matters but
not be charged with their execution. Furthermore, the Chief of Staff would not
have to report to the Secretary of National Defense, thus infringing upon the
responsibilities and powers of the service secretaries."”

Admiral Leahy, Chief of Staff to the President, Adm. Emest J. King, Chief of
Naval Operations, and Adm. Chester W. Nimitz, Commander in Chief, Pacific
Fleet, all thought that the committee’s recommendations were radical. They
resisted the concept of a “‘super-secretary,” claiming that one man could not
effectively administer the Army and Navy. Neither economy nor enhanced effi-
ciency would accrue under a single department system. Besides. in their view the
Navy's power and influence would suffer under such a reorganization.* They
recalled that in 1918 Britain's Royal Naval Air Service had been fused into the
Royal Air Force. The reorganization put forth by the special committee would
subject the Navy’s requirements to review by officials who had no responsibility
for their initiation. Ultimately, sea power would be weakened by people who did
not understand its potentialities.”
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Appointment of a Commander of the Armed Services—who would double as
Chief of Staff to the President—would be a serious mistake. Leahy and King
asserted that single command of land. sea, and air forces would be beyond the
capacity of one man. They raised anew the specter of “‘the man on horseback.”
Instituting this position rested on the premise that unity in the field came from
unity of command in Washington—an incorrect assumption.* The Joint Chiefs
had proved themselves able to ensure unified command in the field. Field comman-
ders had said they were satisfied with interservice cooperation.”* On the other
hand, single command of forces from all the services for a specified operation {task
forces) was appropriate. However, should a Commander of the Armed Services be
appointed, he should not simultaneously be Chief of Staft to the President. The
latter position should be held by a member of the JCS so that the advice of the Joint
Chiefs could routinely be passed to the President.”

King and Nimitz claimed that the burden of proof rested with the proponents
of change. It had not been shown that a single department would provide a military
establishment that could meet the test of war.” Procurement problems would not be
solved by a single department. To the contrary, the Navy thought it possible that
establishment of three departments could lead to even more waste in procurement.
As Nimitz saw it: **Should the Strategic Air Force be set up as a separate entity,
with its own administrative and supply systems, the duplication in services and
facilities which is frequently advanced as a reason for merging the Army and Navy,
would become a possiblity of triplication.”"** Admiral Nimitz argued that the Army
Air Forces should stay part of the War Department, where the AAF could be
smoothly integrated into the administration and supply of the departm¢ 1t.~* As for
strategic air power, he said the Navy's submarine forces operated strategically: yet

*After the war, Lt. Gen. James H. Doolittle. former commander of the [2th. {Sth. and 8th Air
Forces. testified before the Senate Military Affairs Committee. Doolittle stressed unity of command: 1
have seen the contention made that you can have effective unity of command in the field in wartime
without having unity of control in peacetime. | believe this is wrong. . . . When a war is over the
commands in theaters of operations are, of course. liquidated and nothing remains except the home
organizanion. If there is no unity there, there is no unity at all. It is the form of the home organization that
will control the training. the tactics. the doctrine, the thinking and the habits of the men who we will
train to fight the next war . . . . If they are trained in two departments. we will have the same make-
shifts and fumblings in attempting to get 4 required unity of command in theaters of operations that we
had at the outset of the war just past: and we will have commanders who still do not understand the two
arms of the service in which they were not fundamentally trained.” (Hearings before the Committee on
Military Affairs. Senate. Depurtments of Armed Forces und Military Securiix: Hearings on S. 84 and
S. 1482. Statement by Lt. Gen. James H. Doolittle, on Nov 9. 1945, 79th Cong. Ist sess (Washington,
19451, pp 294-95 (hercafter cited as Hearings on S. 84 and §. 1482).]

"Naval leaders all along stressed the success of wartime operations. For example. Vice Adm.
Charles M. Cooke. Jr.. Deputy Chief of Naval Operations. told the Senate Military Affairs Commitice
on November 8. 1945: **The joint amphibious operations conducted under the existing arrangement in
this war have surpassed in extent and success those of all previous wars . . . ItUis my view that this
success can be continued in the future without strait-jacketing the Navy into the status of an Army
Auxiliary and thus destroy its effective role in support of our national policy and in the preservation of
the national security.”” [Hearings en S. 84 and S. 1482. p 279.| ’
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(Right) JCS Special Committee mem-
ber, Admiral James O. Richardson re-
flected the Navy's opposition to
organizing a single Department of Na-
tional Defense. He opposed creating
an independent Air Force.

(Below) Adm. Emest J. King. Chief
of Naval Operations. (center) with
Adm. Chester W. Nimitz, Com-
mander-in-Chief. Pacific Fleet (left).
and Adm. Raymond A. Spruance.
Commander, Fifth Fleet (right),
aboard the USS Indianapolis. July
1944. King and Nimitz cited the naval
successes in the Pacific as grounds for
opposing unification. The naval estab-
lishment. they asserted. was meeting
the test of war.
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submarine units were merged into the Navy’s lu sistic and administrative network.
The submarine force had not been made independent, noted Nimitz.**

King objected to what he believed to be a lack of objectivity in the proposal
for a coequal Air Force. This recommendation should not have been assumed as a
starting point, King emphasized, because it was a major point *‘to be proved or
disproved and which is perhaps the matter on which there is the greatest ques-
tion.”? The reasons advanced for and against a coequal Air Force should have
been presented and debated. He disagreed with the view that there had been grave
concern about organization, and that previous studies had been judged less than
comprehensive because they had not proposed formation of a separate Air Force.*

King pressed for decentralization, pointing out that placing the Army, Navy,
and Air Force into a single department would, paradoxically, further separate them
because it would inevitably breed friction.”® Moreover, a single department could
lead to what he called the “‘dangers of orthodoxy.” The methods currently being
used in World War II could well be considered sacrosanct long after their useful-
ness was over. He thought that somehow the job of countering this kind of
orthodoxy would be harder to do in a single department organization.*” Both Leahy
and King advocated retention of the two-department system, with each department
having a civilian secretary. The Marines could continue to be part of the Navy and
among other elements, the Navy would retain ship and land-based aviation to
operate against targets at sea, to reconnoiter, and to support landing attacks.?
Admiral King summed up to the Military Affairs Committee: “if the Navy’s
welfare is one of the prerequisites to the nation’s welfare— and I sincerely believe
that to be the case—any step that is not good for the Navy is not good for the
nation.”*

Views of Arnold and Marshall

In contrast to Leahy and King, General Amold of course supported unifica-
tion under a single department and favored an Air Force coequal to the Army and
Navy. His major thrust was that “‘fundamental”” air power should become coequal
with land and sea power. Fundamental air power did not encompass all forms of air
power: ‘“certain manifestations of air power will continue as auxiliaries of land and
sea power. But I do mean emphatically that development of primary and funda-
mental air power must be carried out—under supreme overall direction—by a
service having this as its major responsibility.”

Amold noted that in the 1920s and 1930s the Air Corps had been denied
autonomy because of two obsolete concepts: First, that unity of command could
only mean either unified Army command on land or unified Navy command on
sea, hence coordinate status for the air would cut across essential unity of
command. Second, that the inherent limitations of the airplane made the air arm
merely an auxiliary to land power and naval power.*
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The importance of the March 1942 reorganization of the War Department,
Amold asserted, lay in the air arm’s becoming coequal with the Ground Forces. *
In every theater during the war, an autonomous, coequal air force emerged under
supreme command: “‘Only with coequal status could the air commander au-
thoritatively present before the Supreme Commander what he could accomplish,
assume the responsibility for its accomplishment and be free to carry out that
responsibility with full appreciation of air capabilities and limitations.”'* Once
again he underscored the need for the air arm to present its budget on an equal
footing with the land and sea forces. He felt that substantial coordination had been
achieved in wartime through the Joint Chiefs of Staff and other joint boards and
committees. But he believed there were many basic matters on which agreement
had not been reached.*

Arnold took issue with King’s charge that the committee published a report
lacking in thought and depth. The report was an interservice effort, the AAF
Commander observed, backed by interviews with leading field commanders and
staff officers in Washington. All knew the organizational limitations of the War and
Navy Departments and of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. Whereas King saw the proposed
Secretary of the Armed Forces as a barrier between the President and the military
services, General Arnold viewed the Secretary as precisely the authority required
below the President to foster economy and efficiency. This was far preferable to the
committee system which slowed agreement on important issues of consequence to
more than one service.”” Amold’s view, supportive of a strong Secretary of the
Armed Forces, would later be echoed during the unification battle by General
Spaatz and Assistant Secretary of War for Air Stuart Symington.

Amold emphasized that throughout the war the Army Air Forces had proved
the destructive power of air attacks and in general had gained recognition as being
equal to the ground and naval forces. Postwar aircraft and weapons development
would add to the importance of the air forces. In order to perform its mission, the
Air Force needed to be coequal with the Army and Navy.** According to Amold,
this entailed equal access to and standing before Congress; an equal opportunity to
present the air view to the top policy level; and an equal chance to tender the Air
Force’s funding requirements.*

Mindful of naval leaders’ fear of an attempt to merge the fleet air arm into the
Air Force, General Amold made clear that he was against any move to bring carrier
aviation under the Air Force. As for land-based aviation, Amold admitted the
existence of ‘‘twilight zones,”” areas where the Navy and the Air Force disagreed as
to functions and control. This was exactly the type of issue that a single armed
forces secretary should decide. The alternative was jurisdictional discord and
duplication of equipment.®

General Marshall had long advocated a single Department of National De-
fense. He noted that the Navy had clearly stated its view that coordination could be

*See Chapter I.
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accomplished by the JCS and other joint committees without unification. Marshall
did not support this proposal, saying it was no substitute for unification.*

The Army Chief of Staff thought that the Joint Chiefs of Staff by itself could
not be effective as a peacetime coordinating agency. Even during wartime,
Marshall felt that agreement had been reached in the JCS only by numerous
compromiscs and after long delays.*’ However, should the services be integrated
into a single department, he desired that the Joint Chiefs continue as a planning
staff. Divorced from administrative and operating responsibilities, the JCS would
formulate military policy, strategy, and budgetary requirements. The Joint Chief's
would submit these recommendations through the Secretary of National
Defense.*!

Marshall accented the importance of the unification principle: My own
experience in resolving difficulties of unity or direction and of unity of command in
this war has been that the problem of the details at first obscured the fundamental
principles, but once a favorable decision was reached regarding the latter the
difficulties could usually be quickly resolved.”* There had always been a penchant
in each military department for self-sufficiency He said that under the present
setup the Navy had presented its postwar plan without coordinating it. This

Army Air Forces Co. .. . General H. H. Amold was convinced that the proposed
Secretary of the Armed For. . would foster more efficient use of costly resources among
the services.
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The Army and Navy took op-
posing positions or the issue
of creating a single Depart-
ment of Defense. Adm. Emest
J. King (left) believed that uni-
fying the Army, Navy, and Air
Force would breed friction
among the services. Gen.
George C. Marshall (right),
however, argued that unifica-
tion would be necessary for
comprehensive planning in
peacetime.

Courtesy National Archives

procedure, the Army Chief asserted, was not in the national interest.** The result
was certain duplication. During the war, he avowed, time not money was the
governing factor. In peacetime, money would be the controlling element.* The
military must conduct its affairs on a sound, businesslike basis. A single depart-
ment was needed to resolve complex issues and to work out a comprehensive plan
prior to forwarding requirements to the Bureau of the Budget and to the Congress.
This was a point which Secretary of War Robert P. Patterson also underlined.
Unification would enable the armed forces to furnish Congress a single, com-
prehensive budget request:

We ought not to tolerate in our military budget overlarge sums for one purpose and

insufficient sums for another which inevitably result from a lack of single direction over

the planning of all the constituent service elements. The combination of the armed

forces in a single department is business-like and will bring economy. The savings will

not perhaps be realized at once.’
Respected segments of the press reinforced Patterson’s opinion. Terming parity of
the Air Force with the land and sea forces as *‘imperative,”” The New York Times
dwelt on the possible economies under unification.*
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Forrestal on Autonomy

Meantime, the Navy in the summer of 1945 had commissioned a special
report on defense reorganization. Upon the suggestion of Senator David I. Walsh
(Democrat, Mass. ),chairman of the Senate Committee on Naval Affairs, Secretary
of the Navy Forrestal had asked his friend Ferdinand Eberstadt* to study whether a
coordinating agency would be preferable to a single Department of National
Defense. Eberstadt sent his study to Forrestal on September 25, 1945. Although
proposing Departments of War, Navy, and Air, Eberstadt recommended against a
single Department of National Defense: *It seems highly doubtful that one civilian
Secretary, with limited tenure of office, could succesfully administer the huge and
complex structure resulting from a unification of our military services.”* The
Navy would retain its Fleet Air Arm and the Army would keep air units integral to
its mission. The three coordinate departments would be tied together by commit-
tees, under the Joint Chiefs of Staff.*

Testifying in October 1945 before the Senate Commiittee on Military Affairs,
which was considering unification legislation, Forrestal said he had not accepted
the recommendations of the Eberstadt report.” Unification proposals, including
Eberstadt’s, had given insufficient attention to effective coordination between
departments. They were simplistic approaches to a complex problem.*

Forrestal suggested formation of a National Security Council with the
President as ex officio chairman. Such a group would assure coordination between
the State, War, and Navy Departments. He also proposed creation of a National
Security Resources Board (NSRB)—to coordinate planning for industrial mobi-
lization—a Central Intelligence Agency (CIA), and a Military Munitions Board.
This was part of his concept of *‘new organizational forms.” Like King and Leahy,
he wanted the duties and responsibilities of the Joint Chiefs delineated by statute.
As for an independent Air Force, Forrestal said the Eberstadt report had advocated
a separate Department of Air, coequal with the Army and Navy. Forrestal stressed
that he was opposed to a separate Air Force, but that steps must be taken to prevent
the AAF from reverting automatically to its prewar status.>

Forrestal was worried that Congress would pass unification legislation with-
out adequately studying ramifications of such a sweeping reorganization. He
therefore recommended that a blue ribbon commission study the problem. Like
other naval officials, Forrestal charged that the JCS special committee report was

*Eberstadt had been chairman of the Army and Navy Munitions Board and vice chairman of the
War Production Board.

'Stuart Symington has recalled that in early 1946, after he was appointed Assistant Secretary of
War for Air, he asked Forrestal whether he would support the Eberstadt report, which called for a
separate Air Force. Symington had called it a Navy report. Forrestal had replied that it was not a Navy
report, it was the Eberstadt report. Eberstadt himself toid Symington that if the Army Air Forces would
agree to coordination as against administration, then Eberstadt would persuade Forrestal to support the
report. According to Symington, he turned Eberstadt down cold. [Intvw, Hugh A. Ahmann, AFSHRC,
and author with Stuart Symington, Washington, D.C., May 2, 1978.]
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simplistic and devoid of the kind of searching inquiry the matter required.*
Moreover, he firmly opposed having a Secretary of the Armed Forces because it
would concentrate excessive power in the hands of one man. This super secretary
would bring superficial knowledge to the department he was supposed to adminis-
ter: *‘He would have authority without knowledge, and authority without knowi-
edge must inevitably become impotent.”>* Forrestal also argued that civilian
control of the military would be compromised. The influence of the President, the
contemplated civilian secretaries, and the Congress would be diluted. Unification
would amount to a revolutionary change, a drastic revision of the American system
of defense.>® He favored a deliberate and orderly transition over a longer time.
Forrestal then turned to a point that proponents had been pushing with marked
success—unification would save money and promote efficiency.* Not so, insisted
the Secretary of the Navy. When organizing naval procurement, he had found it
necessary to disperse procurement through the bureaus instead of consolidating.
This resulted in savings. “If you put the Army, Navy and Air Force procurement
under one head,” asserted Forrestal, *‘it cannot possibly work, except by the
immediate splitting and resplitting of functions.”’* The most telling organizational
trend had not been in the direction of merger, but toward breaking down large
activities into one manageable and relatively autonomous one. Forrestal said the
best example of this had been the “‘separation” of the Army Air Forces from the
Army. He added that the AAF had created its own Air Judge Advocate, Air
Surgeon, and Air Inspector General.”
At the same time, General Marshall had appointed a committee headed by Lt.
Gen. J. Lawton Collins (Deputy Commanding General and Chief of Staff, Army
Ground Forces) to come up with a comprehensive plan for organizing a single
Department of the Armed Forces. In mid-October 1945, Collins handed the
committee’s report to General Marshall and on the thirtieth he explained the plan to
the Senate Committee on Military Affairs. Based on the April 1945 report of the
JCS committee on reorganization of national defense, the Collins Committee's
plan specified an independent Air Force, a Joint Chiefs of Staff, a single Secretary
of the Armed Forces, an Under Secretary, and a single Chief of Staff of the Armed
Forces in lieu of a Commander of the Armed Forces.’ Also, the Collins Committee
recommended Chiefs of Staff for the Army, Navy, and Air Force, as well as a
Director of Common Supply and Hospitalization. Budget recommendations of the

JCS would pass through the Secretary of the Armed Forces to the President, the
secretary appending his comments. ™

*Gen George C Kenney testified on November 2. 1945, to the Military Affairs Committee: **I do
nat hold with those who maintain that inter-service rivalry. . . . is a necessary prerequisite for
excetlence in equipment and raming. . . . It would be as logical as trying to build a winning football
team by fostenng nvairy between the backs and the line. 1 feel that tremendous economies can be
accomphished by ehiminating parallel agencies with a gain rather than a loss in operational efficiency in
war and peace ' |Hearings on S. 84 and S. 1482, p 232.)

“The Collins Commuttee remarked that the President was the commander of the U.S. armed
forves
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The Air Force would control all land-based air forces, save those allocated to
the Army and Navy for reconnaissance, gui fire spotting, and command and
messenger service. The Air Force would likewise supervise all air transport. The
Army would comprise all ground forces, except the Marine Corps, and would
coordinate all land transportation. The Navy would consist of all sea forces
including the Fleet Air Arm, the Marines, and sea transport. The Collins Commit-
tee rejected the idea that the Navy be divested of the Marines.* The committee
advocated that theater commanders should operate directly under the Chief of Staff
of the Armed Forces.®

*As Lt. Gen. J. Lawton Collins put it: “"There is no question but that the Navy has set up a little
army within the Navy. The Marines now consist of six divisions. which is a sizable force. and the Navy
right now is advocating a Marine Corps almost as big as the pre-war Army and Air Force combined

. . we feel that any needless duplication would be resolved as soon as we got this single Secretary of
the Armed Forces. The Marine Corps has done a magnificent job, it has a hold on the public. and it
would be silly if we tried to take it away from the Navy.” [Presentation of the Collins Committee Report
to the Army Staff and the Chief of Staff, in RG 165, Decimal File 320, Sep-Dec 46, MMB. |

Naval leaders stood united in their opposition to unification legislation. Secretary of the
Navy James Forrestal (center) favored the formation of a National Security Council to
enhance coordination among the separate departments. Fleet Admirals Ernest J. King
(left) and Chester W. Nimitz (right) also wamed of the dangers of proceeding too quickly
with a sweeping reorganization of the military establishment.

95

A S




- ~
T
. S3304 INAUIS ANYY $30004 JHAN3S U1V
WaY IV 13314 )
oy Y L 530804 ONNOYD 'S2003 IV 035V ONV I
— 1415 40 431HD V1S 10 5340 4915 10 434 OUNTIVISOH
Y3UY 3 ¥3LVAHL AMVYN SN AWNYY SN SN0 Hiy 'S’ 20 ¥0L03%Q
$30404 G3NYY
SNz Leate 43V1S 40 431HO
AN AMVIIIN
AIND SNOLIVONIWNOD NOLLYWHON 9080
AYN S0 ONY SHIV3ZY JAIVISIOT
AWYY S/
i ANY13H03S ¥3ONN Py —————
J3IHD NI ¥3ONYWINOD 01 S/ s ne om mw.ozE L AV ININ3UNI084 0 MOISIAN3NS
AV134938 HOYSY HALNGIS
44¥1S 40 $43HO S0 H SIYVIIHIIS 1SSV

[ ]

]

. |

131HO NI HIONYWNOD
AN3QIS3Yd 3HL

gr6l 4380100 ‘33LLINNOD SNITIOD
$30404 GINYV QIZINYDHOIY 0380d0Ud
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Eisenhower Supports a Separate Air Force

Just returned from commanding the victorious allied forces in Europe,
General Eisenhower reinforced the opinions of Marshall and Arnold, and the
Collins report. He strongly supported a single Department of Defense with three
coequal services, telling the Military Affairs Committee that it would foster
economy and unity of command. Though not easily achieved, unified command
(as opposed to joint command) was absolutely vital to success. Eisenhower
believed the difficulty in achieving unity of command was due to the traditional
separation of the Army and Navy. Unified command had to be generated from the
top down, beginning at the Washington command level.®

According to his own retrospective account, General Eisenhower was sur-
prised and disappointed upon his return to discover that not all military leaders
thought the way he did. To the contrary, he found that unification of the services
had become a subject of intense controversy. To Eisenhower, these conflicting
views had burgeoned beyond reasonable proportion.®

In his support of a single defense establishment and a separate Air Force,
Eisenhower recognized the need for postwar economy. Should the War and Navy
Departments stay under separate administration from the top, duplication would
persist. Requirements of the services could no longer be treated separately. While
admitting that competition between the services to develop weapons was a good
thing, Eisenhower commented that ‘“‘competition is like some of the habits we
have—in small amounts they are very, very desirable; carried too far they are
ruinous.”%? Without unification, the military services would continue to compete
for money before the various congressional committees. With integration, the
nation could buy more security for less.

One of General Eisenhower’s strongest convictions was that an independent
Air Force should be created. ““No sane officer of any arm,” he said, “‘would
contest that thinking.”** He added:

The Normandy Invasion was based on a deep-seated faith in the power of the Air Forces
in overwhelming numbers to intervene in the land battle, i.e. , that the Air Forces by their
action could have the effect on the ground of making it possible for a small force of land
troops to invade a continent. . . . Without that Air Force; without its independent
power, entirely aside from its ability to sweep the enemy air forces out of the sky, without
its power to intervene in the ground battle, that invasion would have been fantastic.™

Eisenhower in December 1945 convened, and impressed his deeply felt opinion
on, the Army staff. He said the air arm had shown beyond any doubt it was equal to
the other arms. He reiterated his view that an independent Air Force should be
formed. Even if the requisite laws were not passed, within the Army the air arm
should be largely independent. In other words, the Chief of Staff stated:

the Air Commander and his staff are an organization coordinate with and coequai to the
land forces and the Navy. | realize that there can be other individual opinions. . . . But
that seems to me to be so logical from all of our experiences in this war—such an
inescapable conclusion—that I for one can't even entertain any longer any doubt as to its
wisdom.*
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In the interim, he enjoined his staff to vigorously support forthcoming directives,
anticipated from the Simpson Board, which would give the AAF as much autono-
my as possible short of complete coequality.®

As to the contention of naval leaders that the job of the proposed civilian
secretary was beyond the capacity of one man, General Eisenhower told the
Military Affairs Committee that if that were the case, then no one should become
President of the United States.®”” Regarding the Navy’s fear that reorganization
would subordinate one service to another, he said that experiences in Africa and
Europe had proved such fears groundless.*

The testimony of War Department and Navy officials revealed that a wide gap
still remained in their views on unification. This was reflected in the failure of the
Senate Military Affairs Committee to agree on potential legislation.

Truman Advocates a Coequal Air Force

Before the end of the war, President Harry S. Truman had made up his mind
that the military had to be reorganized. He wanted the services unified and the air
arm to have parity with the Army and Navy. “*One of the strongest convictions
which I brought to the Presidency,” Truman recalled, “‘was that the antiquated
defense setup. . . had to be reorganized quickly as a step toward insuring our
future safety and preserving world peace.”** From the Pearl Harbor hearings, the
Chief Executive concluded that the December 7, 1941 tragedy had been **as much
the result of the inadequate military system which provided for no unified com-
mand, either in the field or in Washington, as it was any personal failure of Army or
Navy commanders.” 7 So the United States needed a national security organiza-
tion, the President emphasized, ready to operate instantly in an emergency.
Truman’s view attracted wide support. An editorial in The New York Times, for
example, attributed the disaster at Pearl Harbor chiefly to a system not geared to
cope with a surprise attack. The answer, according to the Times, was a *'set-up to
simplify and speed up procedure, eliminate rivalry and assure the same kind of
coordination in peace which necessity compelled in war.”"'

Truman was well aware that the conflict had bared serious flaws in the ability
of the United States to react to total war. At the start of the war, no satisfactory

*In retrospect, Navy officials speculated on the twist of fate that brought Harry S. Truman to the
presidency. Truman it was well known. favored unification and had written an article for Collier's
magazine on this subject. Naval leaders thought that Truman's accession to the presidency set in motion
*a set of consequences for the postwar Navy different from what might have been anticipated under a
postwar Roosevelt.”" [Vincent Davis. Postwar Defense Policy and the U.S. Navy, 1943-1946 (Chapel
Hill, N.C.. 1962), p 118.]

1t should also be noted that during World War Il Truman served as chairman of the Special
Committee to Investigate the National Defense Program. This experience gave him a close view of
military inefficiency and duplication.
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Demonstrating his commitment to U.S. air power. President Truman signs the proclama-
tion designating August 1, 1946 as Air Force Day. The date marked the 39th Anniversary
of military aviation. On hand for the occasion are Gen. Carl A. Spaatz, AAF Command-
ing General, (center) and Lt. Gen. Ira C. Eaker. Deputy Commander.

system existed to mobilize manpower, materiel, and production. Logistical short-
ages hampered execution of strategic plans. There was substandard planning for
materiel requirements, duplication in procurement, and inadequate Army-Navy
coordination.

Absence of a Navy-War Department agreement on unification and failure of
the Military Affairs Committee to report a bill convinced the President to act. In
his special message to Congress of December 19, 1945, Truman said he had
previously recommended to Congress a Universal Military Training program.
UMT would give the nation citizen-soldiers who could be mobilized when needed
to support a small professional military establishment. Besides UMT, it would be
necessary to create a single Department of National Defense. He stressed that the
lessons of the war demanded unified direction of land. sea. and air forces.”

Truman remained especially sensitive that on December 7, 1941, the United
States had been without a system of unified command. The Japanese success left an
indelible blot on the American conscience, and he was determined there would be
no more Pearl Harbors. In 1941 the War and Navy Departments had lacked a
tradition of collaboration. Also, at that time air power was not organized coequal
with the ground and sea forces. The Chief Executive observed that formation of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff was meant to correct these defects. Although coordination of
strategic planning and operations had been carried out through joint committees
under the JCS, this could not be considered a form of unification.”
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In the theaters, unified commands were set up. **We came to the conclusion,
soon confirmed by experience,” Truman said, "that any extended military effort
required over-all coordinated control in order to get the most out of the three armed
forces. Had we not early in the war adopted this principle of a unified command for
operations, our efforts, no matter how heroic, might have failed.”™ Nevertheless.
leadership in Washington stayed divided. And even in the field. there were
differences in doctrine, training, communications, and in supply and distribution
systems.

Basically it was a matter of organization. The President sided with the Army
(and the JCS Special Committee for Reorganization of National Defense) and
against the Navy on the question of whether the JCS system would suffice for
postwar organization. He emphatically thought it was not good enough. The Joint
Chiefs of Staff was a committee—not a unified command. While the Joint Chiefs
cooperated during the war, this would not be the case in peacetime. The Com-
mander in Chief decided there had been sufficient studies of military organization.
It was time for action. In his eyes. there was simply no question about the need for
unification. He was not going to stand for each of the services continuing to plan
programs in their own splendid isolation. The divisive competition for funds must
cease.” And Truman favored parity of air power:

Air power has been developed to a point where its responsibilities are equal to those of

land and sea power, and its contribution to our strategic planning is as great. In

operation, air power receives its separate assignment in the execution of the over-all

plan. These facts were finally recognized in this war in the organizational parity which

was granted to air power within our principal unified commands.™
Despite the success engendered by unified command, it was just as clear there had
been shortcomings. These were essentially due to a lack of understanding between
the services.

In proposing a Department of National Defense headed by a civilian Secre-
tary of National Defense (and also an Office of Chief of Staff of the Department of
National Defense), Truman stressed that unification would be a long-term task.
Many difficulties lay ahead. **Unification is much more than a matter of organiza-
tion,” the President said: “‘It will require new viewpoints, new doctrine, and new
habits of thinking throughout the departmental structure.””’

The AAF Plans for Unification

As we have seen, Arnold had assigned a high priority to planning for postwar
organization and to drafting legislation for an independent Air Force. By the end of
the war, Col. Reuben C. Moffat’s Post War Division (under Maj. Gen. Lauris
Norstad, Assistant Chief of Air Staff, Plans), had written a potential bill to create a
Department of the Air Force and a United States Air Force. The Post War Division
had also began to study various possible organizational forms for a separate Air
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Force. On September 18, 1945, Col. Jacob E. Smart. Secretary of the Air Staff.
concerned over intensified congressional interest in defense organization and with
the absence of concrete AAF plans. recommended to General Eaker that the AAF
begin to prepare comprehensive draft legislation for formation of a separate Air
Force. Such legislation should guarantee that an independent Air Force would
from its inception “‘receive all of the benefits that now accrue as an agency of the
War Department, and none of the disadvantages that result from the entangled
masses of laws which now affect all components of the War Department.” ™ This
endeavor, Smart observed, would demand scrutiny of existing legislation and
careful planning by many of the AAF’s most capable officers. He urged that action
be taken immediately so that legislation would be ready if and when a separate Air
Force became a reality.”™

Smart advocated that the Army Air Forces start drafting legislation to create a
single Department of National Defense unshackled by restrictions which had been
imposed upon the War Department. Even though this matter would eventually
undergo joint study, Colonel Smart thought by promulgating the original proposal
the AAF would seize the initiative. The War and Navy Departments would then
have to start with the AAF’s recommendation as a basis for their own.™

After receiving Smart’s memorandum. General Eaker suggested that Norstad
frame at once legislation for a separate Air Force. if he were not already doing so.™
Norstad replied that the Post War Division had finished a draft bill. but the required
legislation stipulating the makeup of the Air Force (termed a “*consolidated code ™)
had not yet been prepared. He recommended that the Air Judge Advocate’s ottice
draw up the appropriate legislation. monitored by the Post War Division.™ Eaker
agreed, instructing the Air Judge Advocate to study existing legislation in order to
draft a law creating an autonomous Air Force and a single Department of National
Defense. The Post War Division would oversee this work.*'

As the Congress deliberated on unification legislation and the Air Judge
Advocate commenced his task, Headquarters Army Air Forces kept its major field
commanders informed of **the fight that is brewing™” on postwar organization. A
number of general officers in AAF headquarters wrote to these commanders. They
explained that the Navy opposed a single Department of National Defense. Naval
leaders feared that unification and a separate Air Force would deprive them of their
air arm. These AAF ofticers also said that the recommendations of the majority
report of the JCS special committee were the best the AAF could expect from any
such board. If implemented. these proposals would afford the AAF coequal status
and achieve unification. Success in the unification fight would extend to the Air
Force “‘the same opportunity as the other components to present our financial
requirements. We will be subject to only that administrative control that is
applicable to ail three components and we will have the same standing as the other
services in Congress.”"™

In the face oi determined Navy opposition, General Arnold in October 1945
felt confident that an independent Air Force would ensue. He reminded Eaker that
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(Right) Secretary of the Air Staff, Col. Ja-ob
E. Smart urged General Eaker to take the
initiative in drafting legislation setting up a
single Department of National Defense and
an Air Force coequal with the Army and
Navy.

(Below) Anticipating the birth of the Air
Force. Gen. Hap Arnold (right) directed Gen-
eral Eaker (left) to prepare plans for the or-
ganization of the new department.
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as Commanding General. AAF, he had publicly expressed strong approval of the
JCS committee’s majority report and its recommendation for unification and a
coequal Air Force. Assuming this eventual turn of events, Arnold wanted plans
prepared so the AAF would be ready to meet its responsibilities. He directed Eaker
to appoint a board of officers to make a comprehensive study, setting forth required
AAF actions when defense reorganization occurred. At that time, Arnold said, it
would be necessary to determine the Air Force’s mission, functions, and organiza-
tion, as well as its relationship with land and naval forces. Moreover, since the Air
Force would be breaking away from the War Department, it would be imperative to
fix precise responsibility in personnel, intelligence, supply, and other areas.*

During November and December the Office of the Air Judge Advocate
worked on reorganization legislation, with General Norstad approving each step.
Three plans emerged, in order of priority: (1) a separate Air Force coequal with the
Army and Navy and represented in the cabinet by a Secretary of the Air Force; (2) a
single and completely unified department; and (3) status quo, with a two-depart-
ment organization.®

Meanwhile, as Congress weighed unification and a separate Air Force, the
Army Air Forces strove to preserve the substantial autonomy it had accumulated
during the war. Amold of course appreciated the freedom that Marshall allowed
him as Commanding General, AAF. In 1942 the Army Air Forces had won stature
equal to that of Army Ground Forces and Army Service Forces. Also, as a member
of the Joint Chiefs and the Combined Chiefs of Staff, the AAF commander had a
voice in matters of grand strategy. In general he had been given a free hand in
shaping the AAF. At Arnold’s direction, the AAF had built its own formidatle
support forces in such vital areas as research and development, logistics, and
engineering.

Consequently, immediately after the war, General Amnold turned his attention
to preserving the AAF’s freedom and at the same time waging the battle for AAF
autonomy. Arnold’s immediate worry was that the War Department’s organization,
under which the AAF had gained quasi-autonomy, would automatically expire six
months after the end of the war. This structure had originally been authorized by
President Roosevelt’s executive order, issued under the War Powers Act of Decem-
ber 18, 1941.

Thus, on August 28, 1945 (the same day that Eaker set 70 groups as the AAF’s
goal),* Arnold recommended to Marshall that a bill be introduced in the forthcom-
ing Congress to extend the War Department organization until permanent legisla-
tion could be secured for the postwar military establishment. Amold supported his
proposal by emphasizing that the present structure was a great improvement over
the prewar one— especially insofar as the AAF was concemed. A return to the
postwar setup would result in chaos."’

*See Chapter II.
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Marshall disagreed with Arnold’s proposal, noting that the War Department
had not yet defined its views on postwar organization. Introduction of a legislative
proposal at this time would therefore be premature. Besides, if time permitted, it
would be preferable to submit legislation for the desired War Department structure
affording the AAF increased autonomy, rather than Arnold’s so-called **interim”
bill which would have frozen the current organization.*® Accordingly, on August
30, 1945, Marshall appointed a board of officers under Lt. Gen. Alexander M.
Patch, Jr.,* to examine the War Department organization and to recommend an
appropriate peacetime structure.

General Amold continued to advocate continuation of the wartime structure
pending submission of permanent legisiation. Keeping the present organization
would avoid changing now and even again later. There was also the question of
duplication. As before, Arnold pointed to separate facilities, procurement, hospi-
tals, and depots. The country could not stand the expense. In addition, he wanted
to remove the command function from Army Service Forces and to make it a
procurement agency for common items. The ASF, in Amold’s view, had arrogated
excessive prerogatives.® The board appointed by Marshall— first chaired by Patch
and, after his death, by Lt. Gen. William H. Simpson—'was deliberately weighted
against the Army Service Forces.** The members were drawn chiefly from
technical services and from General Eisenhower's staff. They opposed con-
tinuance of ASF because they felt it had become far too large and had wielded
excessive power. Further, they believed a separate supply command violated the
principle of unity of command. Realizing Eisenhower would be the next Chief of
Staff, the Patch Board paid special attention to his opinions.*

Eisenhower’s reorganization idea featured a plan to divide the Army staff into
a small planning group at the top and functional operating directorates for technical
supervision.”™' Below these, AAF, AGF, and technical services would exercise

*Patch was a combat veteran without General Staff experience.

'General Simpson commanded the U.S. Ninth Army during World War II. He formally received
four-star rank in 1954.

**The Patch Board was constituted “to examine into the present organization of the War
Department and to propose an organization appropriate for peacetime adoption. . . . The organization
proposed will be based upon the continuance of the present overall organization of the Armed Services
into two departments—the War and Navy—however, the Board should have in mind the practicability
of fitting the proposed organization into a single Department of National Defense.”” (Stmt of Gen. Patch
to the Bd, Sep 10, 1945, prior to intvw of Maj. Gen. Laurence S. Kuter. in RG 165, Rerds of the WD Gen
and Sp Stfs, Army C/S, Patch-Simpson Bd File, MMB, NA.]

""Eisenhower also informed the Patch Board that it was time to use a ‘'sledge hammer on the
empire builders.” Eisenhower had reference to *this spirit of bureaucracy [which] has manifested itself
too long in the governmental services, and I think it is high time that we in the Army and the Air just set
our faces against it and ruthlessly uproot it: the spirit of never letting go of anything that you have ever
had hold of.”” This thought had also been stressed to the Patch Board by Assistant Secretary of War for
Air Robert A. Lovett. According to Lovett, one of the major problems in the War Department was the
existence of “'little armies within the Army—isolated activities or empires which were being sponsored
by their Chief without regard to the overall good of the Army.” On the other hand, another of his
concerns was that safeguards should be set up against ‘*vegetation™ of senior officers. Many of these
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command functions. Eisenhower had long thought that the War Department
General Staff needed reorganization:
As I see it, our General Staff has gotten into a very bad state for this reason: we set up a
General Staff to be thinkers. advisers and coordinators, but not operators. But we found
under our system that following up and the 1ssuing of detailed orders were necessary.
and that is “operations.” so the General Siaff enters into it. So [ said: “"How can {
remove from the General Staff what it is doing now in the way of operations”"” Then we
could have a small General Staff in its original conception and still have the power
somewhere to do this following up in detailed operation on a pretty high level. and we
know we have 1o do it.”

In their testimony before the Patch Board, Spaatz and Eaker echoed Amold’s
view that the War Department should be organized towards eventual creation of a
Department of National Defense. Otherwise, noted Spaatz. it would be necessary
to reorganize twice.” General Spaatz wanted the AAF formed with its own
promotion and personnel systems.” The AAF advocated a separate promotion
system to compensate for the **dissimilar personnel requirements of flying person-
nel as compared to non-flying personnel.””% The average useful life of the flying
officer was shorter than that of the nonflyer. Flying officers must be younger to
meet the physical and mental requirements of piloting modern aircraft. Further-
more, flyers had other important responsibilities. For example, a B-29 group
commander who

habitually leads 18 to 72 airplanes (and frequently a whole air force). . . . He commands
in his group approximately 300 officers and [SO enlisted men, and in addition to normat
equipment found in ground units of similar size, he is responsible for 20 million dollars
worth of aircraft. Also he is very often base commander in addition to his duties as group
commander.
In consequence, the case for a separate Air Force promotion system rested
squarely on flying itself. Overall, the AAF wanted control of its own personnel
policies.

When asked for his opinion on the General Staff, Spaatz replied that the
General Staff should be a policymaking and coordinating agency, *‘with the
smartest Air, Ground and Service Forces men we can find to put on it.””%" As far as
antiaircraft artillery (AAA) was concerned, he thought it should be operated and
controlled by the Air Force so long as integration between fighter aircraft and AAA
remained. Combined training of AAA and fighters

should come under the operation and control of the Air and also when it comes to war
and the enemy Air is the threat, but when that threat is done away with and you reduce
the number of antiaircraft outfits that cover you against air attacks, they should be able to
go into the Ground Army and be set up and used as artillery.”

officers in the War Department, Lovett said, espoused a phifosophy that had evolved from the years
when economy was the watchword. These officers were unreceptive to the advanced methods of big
business which would be required to operate the postwar Army. [Stmt of Gen. Dwight D. Eisenhower to
Patch Bd, Sep 23, 1945, in RG 165, Rerds of the WD Gen and Sp Stfs, Army C/S. Patch-Simpson Bd
File, Box 927, MMB, NA; testimony of Robert A. Lovett, Asst Secy of War for Air, to Patch Bd, Sep 6,
1945, in RG 165, Rcrds of the WD Gen and Spl Stfs, Army C/S, Patch-Simpson Bd File. MMB, NA .}
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On October 18, 1945, the Patch Board sent its report to General Marshall who
routed it through the War Department staff for comment. General Arnold was
disappointed with the Patch report because it ignored his recommendation that the
Air Staff should be coequal with the War Department General Staff unti} the
unification question was decided. In effect, the AAF Commander wanted two
chiefs of staff in the postwar period, one for the Ground Forces and the other for the
Air Forces. Spaatz, at Amold’s direction, had told the Patch Board that reorgan-
ization should be sufficiently complete so little reorganization would be needed
when the time came for the Air Force to assume coequal status.”

The report suggested expanding the size, functions, and responsibilities of
the War Department General Staff, and making the Army Air Forces coequal with
Army Ground Forces under the Chief of Staff and the War Department General
Staff. The Board’s plan divided the War Department and Army into four echelons:
Office of the Secretary of War; General and Special Staffs for planning and
direction; administrative and technical services restored to their prewar autonomy;
and on the operating level, the AAF, AGF, and Overseas Departments.'"™

Arnold apprised Marshall that the Army Air Forces would not respond in
detail to the Patch report. He said its recommendations could not be reconciled
with the War Department’s proposals for a single Department of the Armed Forces,
nor with the need for coequal status of the Army Air Forces."" The AAF
Commander emphasized the special relationship that he and his staff enjoyed

Lt. Gen. Alexander M. Patch,
Jr., headed a board of officers
charged with examining the
current organization of the
War Department and recom-
mending a structure suitable
for peacetime defense.

Courtesy National Archives




UNIFICATION & A SEPARATE AIR FORCE

during the war with General Marshall and the War Department General Staff.
Marshall had recognized the special difficulties faced by the Army Air Forces and
delegated many responsibilities to Arnold. Naturally, General Arnold wanted the
head of the Air Force to stay a member of the Joint Chiefs.'”” The Patch report, by
positioning the AAF under the General and Special Staffs, would have kept the
AAF from formal (organizational) participation in General Staff planning.
Throughout the war, the Air Staff had taken part in such planning. The structure
recommended by the Patch Board shouid ‘“‘perpetuate this participation by the
Army Air Forces organizationally in order that the terms of the reorganization can
not be used to demonstrate that such a relationship no longer exists.””'* Air Staff
participation at all planning levels must be confirmed. Hence, the current structure
should be kept until the unification question was resolved."™

When General Patch died on November 21, 1945, General Eisenhower—who
had succeeded Marshall as Army Chief of Staff on November 19—appointed a new
board headed by Lt. Gen. William H. Simpson. The Simpson Board’s task was to
review comments on the Patch report, to make revisions, and to draft executive
orders to put a reorganization into effect which would permit the AAF subse-
quently to separate from the Army. In December Arnold made his argument to
General Simpson: that the Patch Board, by proposing that AAF be coequal with
AGF, had failed to see the need for the Air Staff to be on a coordinate level with the
War Department General Staff. Moreover, the board’s recommendations would
make more difficult an eventual transition to a single department. Also, the board
wanted to abolish the Office of Assistant Secretary of War for Air, a position
established by the Air Corps Act of 1926 (and first held by F. Trubee Davison).*
Arnold opposed this and in addition objected strongly to the recommendation to
assign antiaircraft artillery to the Army Ground Forces.'”

Previously, in December 1944, Spaatz had informed Amold:

The development of all the weapons for coordinated defense should be pushed. Anti-
aircraft artillery is making rapid strides in effectiveness. Radar equipment . . . is
proving extremely effective not only in defense. but as a method of offense and control.
All measures for defense should be coordinated under our control. including radar and
counter-radar, interceptors . . . . as well as antiaircraft in order that we can get behind
research and development in the field.'*

Postwar planners under Kuter and Davison in 1944 had recommended that the
postwar Air Force include an antiaircraft artillery force of 140,000 men. Although
the War Department made no reply to this proposal, Amold proceeded on the

*High-ranking members of the War Department also desired to keep the position of Assistant
Secretary of War for Air. According to Lt. Gen. John E. Hull, Assistant Chief of Staff, Operations Plans
Division, the Navy had an Assistant Secretary of the Navy for Air and thus it would be a *'very
retrogressive step for the War Department to eliminate the Assistant Secretary of War for Air."" Besides.
civil aviation required a conduit to military aviation and this had been handled by an Assistant Secretary
of War for Air. Finally, public criticism would be directed at the War Department should this office be
done away with. [Memo for DCSA fr Lt Gen. John E. Hull, ACS/OPD, USA, subj: Report of Board of
Officers on Organization of the War Department, Nov 5. 1945.]
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assumption that it would be approved. Moreover, the AAF Commander wanted to
place nonrated AA A personnel in command of postwar air defenses worldwide. He
wished to guarantee the artillerymen the same opportunity to reach high rank as
given to flyers.

The Patch-Simpson Board’s decision not to integrate antiaircraft artillery into
the Army Air Forces mirrored the Army Ground Forces’ view. That is. the AAA
mission was defense of ground troops and installations, a mission more relevant to
ground and service forces than to the Air Forces. If AAA should be integrated into
the AAF, War Department and AGF leaders feared its principal development
would tend toward defense of Air Force installations. Ground leaders advanced the
idea that the Air Force “‘faces a tremendous future task of its own in the develop-
ment of new aircraft for offensive and other purposes. The problem faced by the
AAA of the future is in itself too great in magnitude to be thrust upon the Air Force
as an additional problem.”"’

Ground generals pointed to the effective use of AAA in the war, achieved by a
coordinated area defense organization under a single commander. During the war,
assignment of chief responsibility for air defense to an Air Force sector com-
mander was based on the employment of defensive fighter aircraft. The advent of
atomic weapons and long-range rockets would render fighter aircraft obsolete as
instruments of defense. Vital installations would depend on well-organized ground
defenses using radar and radar-controlled defensive weapons.'™ AAA personnel
should be trained as part of the ground forces:

AAA troops should be trained with a view of their ultimate assimilation for combat or
other roles in the Ground Forces. . . . they should be considered and trained from the
outset as a part of the Ground Forces. In the development of their weapons consideration
should be given to their use, when not required for defense, for offensive purposes in
support of ground operations. This desirable versatility was well demonstrated in World
War 1.7

As noted, General Arnold’s major objective between the end of the war and
passage of unification legislation was to solidify Army Air Forces’ gains. The Patch
Board proposals could not be reconciled with this goal nor with the War Depart-
ment’s own recommendation for a single Department of the Armed Forces.'" In
December 1945, Spaatz—in the process of taking over from Arnold—also made
clear to General Simpson that the Patch Board, by not making the Air Staff
coordinate with the War Department General Staff, had slowed the transition of the
AAF from a part of a two-department system to a single-department one."' Spaatz
wanted the current War Department structure, based on presidential executive
order, to be continued in the interim by legislation as Amold had first advocated in
August 1945,

The Simpson Board gave General Eisenhower its report on December 28,
1945. It was revised on January 18, 1946, and promptly approved by the Army
Chief for planning purposes. On February 1, just before succeeding Arnold,
Spaatz expressed his doubts on the Simpson report to Eisenhower. Like Amold,
Spaatz deemed the suggested organization inconsistent with unification proposals.
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AAF Commanding General Henry H. Arnold (left) rides with his successor, Gen. Carl
A. Spaatz (center), and Ninth Air Force Commander Hoyt S. Vandenberg.

Its adoption would “place in question, in the public mind and in the minds of
opponents of unification, the War Department’s adherence to these basic principles
and will, in my view, seriously jeopardize the unification program.”''? Spaatz said
that in general the unification proposals envisioned a small policymaking and
planning staff for the proposed Chief of Staff of the Armed Forces. The Simpson
report indicated that policy and planning formulation at the staff level could not be
divorced from operations. It recommended a General Staff composed of Directors
having authority throughout the establishment."”

Thus, General Spaatz asserted that the board’s report—despite espousing an
autonomous Air Force—subjected the AAF to a General Staff consisting of
Directors with ‘‘directive authority.”” Among them was a Director of Service,
Supply, and Procurement, who besides staff duties would direct the functions of
the Army Service Forces. Spaatz urged a full reconsideration of the report and its
recommendations.”**

Previous to the actual reorganization, the War Department issued 2 memoran-
dum on April 4, 1946, explaining the Simpson Board’s proposals. Then Executive
Order 9722, May 13, 1946 (amending Executive Order 9082, February 28, 1942)
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authorized reorganization of the War Department, effective June 11, 1946. On May
14, 1946, War Department Circular 138 promulgated reorganization of the War
Department effective June 11 (subsequently termed the “*Eisenhower
Reorganization™).

Though the Simpson report retained the Patch Board recommendation that the
Air Staff should be coordinate with the Army Ground Forces staff (rather than with
the War Department General Staff), it assented to the principle of granting the AAF
more autonomy and set forth proposals favored by the Army Air Forces. For
example, the report stated that the Commanding General, AAF, would nominate
about fifty percent of the members of the War Department General and Special
Staff divisions from Army Air Forces personnel, a point long sought by the AAF.
The report additionally stipulated that this goal would be reached as soon as
practicable.”’
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